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Dr. Waterland's Remarks. 


T is: with Grief I fee the preſent 
Ml Conttoverſy,' relating to the Doc- 
En trine of the Trinity, managed with 
Bitterneſs and Wrath by Divines, and 
made the unhappy occaſion of un- 
righteous Excommunications, and 
unchriſtian Schiſms, to the great 
- | Diſhonour of ' Almighty GOD, and 
of his Chrift, to the Scandal of the Chriſtian Church, 
and to the Joy. of its Enemies. I do not wonder at the 
wild Conduct of the ignorant Vulgar, when Divines, 
and Learned Men ſet them an Example, and ſtudy to 
rovoke their intemperate Zeal, by raſh and unwar- 


tanted Cenſures of their Brethren, and by loading 


them with Names of Reproach, which fire the Peo- 
ple's Spirits againſt them, as if they were Men of little 
Senſe, of a proffigate Conſcience, and profeſs'd. Ene- 
mies to Chriſt and the Goſpel, Dr. Hatenlaud has 
done as much in this kind, as any Man of Learning 
ever did; who, while he makes a fhew of eonfuting 


our Notions by Argument, ſeeks to raiſe the Paſſions 


of his Readers,” and to gain their Aﬀent, by the law 
and unworthy Methods of Poſitiveneſs, Dictating, Con- 
tempt, and Mifrepreſentation-+ Many Inflance 9 
£39 : | will 
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Father, tho' in Subordination to him, and therefore is 
call'd, God, in the ſame proper, tho' in a ſubordinate 


his Defence of bis Queries, p. 49, 50. He obſerves, that 
when any Being, beſides the Supreme GOD, .is call'd 


Being reſembles GOD in ſome particulars only, and nat 
in all, it is call'd, God, in an improper and figurative 
Senſe. Now, from this I conclude, that, if any Be- 
ing does reſemble the Supreme'GOD, in every particu- 
lar, that 1s included in the Idea of GOD, that Being 
is a God, and may be call'd ſo, in a proper Senſe. Where- 
fore, fince the Son of GOD reſembles bis Father the 
expreſs Image of the inviſible GOD, in every Perfection 
that the Father poſſeſſes, and in every Relation that 
he bears to the Creatures; the Son really is a God, 
and is call'd ſo, in a proper Senſe. Let there u is ſtill 
this difference, that GOD the Father has his Bein 

and Perfections from none, whereas the Son is a di- 
ſtinct Spirit from him, and received his Being and 
Perfections from the Father. The Father is Supreme 
in all his Relations to us (as Creator, King, Saviour, &c.) 
whereas the Son is Subordinate to the Father in thoſe 
Relations, being our Creator, King, Saviour, &c. under 
the Father. However, this difference does not make 
the Word God, to be uſed improperly, when applied 
to the Son : but only ſignifies, that when it is applied 
to the Father, it is taken in the Emphatical, or higheſt 
Senſe, as denoting the Supreme GOD; and that, when 
applied to the Son, it is to be taken, not in the Empha- 
rical, but in a Subordivate Senſe ; for the Empbatical and 
Un-empbatical Senſe are both the proper Senſe, This the 
Deftpr allows alſo, in his Preface to his Eight Sermons, p. 
37. where he ſays, © The Father ozly is the true GOD 
* Empbatically,” and yet ſuppoſes the Son to be God in 


Senſe. Unity p. II. And, with the Doctor's leave, I will 
now confirm this from what he himſelf has ſaid, in 


God, tis becauſe it reſembles him; and that, if any 


the proper Senſe notwithfianding, The Doster adds 
810 indeed, 
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indeed, Defence, p. 52. That nothing is properly God 
that is not Supreme.” But if he will think again, he 
will find, his own Scheme, as well as mine, makes Su- 
fremacy neceſſar only to the Notion of the moſt high 
GOD, above whom there is no GOD; but not to the 
Notion of a Perſon that is Subordinately God. It ap- 
ears then, that the Do#or muſt agree with me to: di- 
— the Senſes of the Word, God, firſt into the 
proper. and improper Senſe; and then to diſtinguiſh the 
per Senſe into the Enpbatical, or Supreme, and into 
the Subordinate, or Unempbatical. . For he cannot avoid 
this without contradicting his own: Conceſſions. ' How- 
ever, if any others do not like this way of ſpeaking, 
but ſhall chooſe to call the Supreme and Subordinate, 
Two different Senſes, the one, the improper, the other 
the proper Senſe, and ſhall yet mean no other than we 
do; I ſhall be eaſy, having no Inclination to contend 
about Words; tho” till I ſhall deſire my Liberty to 
expreſs myſelf in the manner that I judge moſt natural 
and accurate, 1 | 0.3 3641) VEOUR 
The Doctor proceeds to repreſent me as an Arian, Pre- 
face, p. 29. becauſe, no doubt, he has no concern for any 
thing but Truth, and is willing that it ſhould prevail, in 
ſpite of all the Prejudices, to which it is obnoxious, 
by having odious Names fix d upon it. To ſupport 
this Charge, he refers {to four Paſſages in my Book; 
which will not, if all put together, amount to a Proof; 
much more than that being neceſſary to conſtitute an 
Arian, For many Catholicks have not ſcrupled to aſ- 
ſert, That the Son is a diſtin Spirit from the Father, and 
his Inflrument in the Creation; (*) and that the Father is 
the only true GOD, and only knew the Day of Judgment. 
Inſtead of calling me Arian for ſuch. Aſſertions, it had 
been more becoming a Diſputant, to have examin'd, 
and anſwer'd what I urg'd in Proof of them; which he 
has not in the leaſt attempt. gre” 
The Do#Hor, having ſet the Title, and the Author in 
a falſe light, comes next to examine the Performance; 
which alſo he miſrepreſents. He does not (ſays Dr. 


n 


bs The Doctor himſelf ſays, Defence, p. 184 The Father as Su rewe, 
iſſued out Orders for the 8 * the Son executed them. And 1 
meant no more. | 5 Fe 3 8 " 
| | c .) 
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not be true; or that his own ma be true; — but 


* made uſe of againſt it. A few Words will ſer this 
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1 V. Vendertake to ſhow that the Received Doctrine can- 


© he is content to ſhow that his Doctrine may be true, 
* notwithftanding one or two Arguments which I have 


Matter right. I undertook to prove, in the firſt place, 
that the Father and Son are two diſtiutt Spirits. Under 
the third Head. (where I was ſeeking how we ought 
to reconcile theſe two Propoſitions, viz. The Father on- 
ly is GOD, and be Son is God) I faid more than once, 
E is « Demonſtration, that the Difficulty muſt be ſal vad, 
not the Dofor's,/ but my way. Under the fourth Head, 
I undertook to demonſtrate, That the Father alone is 
the Supreme and Ultimate Object of Worſhip : That 
© Chriſt is to be worſhip only as Mediator > and 
That all the Worſhip, which is to be given to Chriſt, 
* muſt redound to the Glory of GD. Theſe things 


I attempted; and now I appeal to the Doctor himſelf on 1 
his ſecond Thoughts, whether 1 did not undertake to 1 
ſhow that his Doctrine, at the very Foundation of it, ww 
be ſo: and conſequently, that there can be no Argu-. op 


ments to prove it to be falſe. And | appeal with the 
more Confidence to the Doctor, becauſe: he has been fo 
kind to me, however unjuſt to his own Book, as to 
contradict himſelf upon this Head, p. 3x. where he re- 
preſents me as pretending to ſhew, that he has no ſuf- 
ficient grounds for his Doctrine, T bat the Father and Son 
are one Go p. For, if I pretended to prove this, I 
am ſure, I undertook. to ſhew, that the receiv'd Doc- 
vb apply'> myſelf particularly to the Engliſh and un- 
learned Readers, becauſe I knew they had a right to 
be aſſiſted in judging of this Controverſy ; and was 
ſenſi ble, that all — important parts of it might be 
made plain to them; and I cannot but wonder to find 
the Dellor ſuppoſing the contrary. He ſays, p. 30. his 
* Argument 1s learned, and muſt loſe much of its Force 
and Strength, on tbe Orthodox fide, when ſtripe of 
* its additional Advantages from Hiſtory and Antiqui- 
ty. How unhappy then is the Cafe of the untearn- 
ed, who have neither Ability nor Leiſure to acquire ſo 
much Knowledge of Hebrew and Greek Hiſtory, as is 
neceſſary to diſcover the Force of the main Arguments 
3 | againſt 


Y * 2 
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i 1 EX 
againſt a ſuppoſed damnable Error! Is the Underſtand- 
ing of . and Fatbers, as well as of plain Scripture, 
neceſſary to Salvation? I ſtript his learned Arguments 
of theſe Ornaments, becauſe I knew there is no netd 
of them. If he can prove from Scripture, that the Fa- 
ther and Son are the one Go p; I ſhall entirely ſab- 
mit to the Argument, and not think any 1 
from Hiſtory and Antiquity to, give it any additiona 
Strength. For if Hiſtory and Antiquity did univer- 
ſally run againſt it, I ſhould ſtill· determine on the fide 
of plain Schnee. ?, 9 7 mor 8 
1] thank the DoSor for the vaſt Honour he has done our 
Cauſe, by allowing us to ſuppoſe, that our main Argu- 
ments owe none of their Strength to Hiſtory and Anti- 
quity. We take the Scriptures to be ſo plainly om oar 
de, that we dare truſt.to them alone,” without colouring 
out Reaſons with human Embelliſhments. And, if the 
Door were not fenſfible, that the Goſpel is not expreſs 
enough on his fide, he would not ſeek an Ad vantage in 
Antiquity. Hewever, I do not think, that my Argu- 
ments will loſe any of their Force, if the Appeal be 
made to it. I am ſure, the earlieſt Writers of the 
Chriſtian Church are far enough from teaching the 
At hanaſtan Doctrine. I carefully examin'd all the Doc- 
tor's Citations from the Antenicene Fathers, which he 
collected in his Defence, exctpt Kippolitus, whoſe. Wri- 
_ tings I have not: And, as I thought, before I had ſeen 
his Defence, that the Fathers were againſt him; ſo, 
ſince that, I have been the more confirm'd in my Opi- 
nion, by obſerving the unfair Artifice he is forc'd to uſe, 
to make them appear Witneſſes for him. I would give 
Inſtances, were not this Work already in better Hands. 
I proceed to conſider Doctor Waterland's Remarks on 
the Argument itſelf, He has reduoed what he has pick- 
ed out to examine, to five Heads. The firſt of them is, 
that I pretend, That the Door has no ſufficient Grounds 
for charging our Doctrine with the Belief or Worſhip 
© of two Gods; p. 31. I had ſaid, thut the Phraſe, two 
GODS, fignifies, two Supreme, Independent GODS: 
which I undertook to prove by three Arpuments, Unity, 
P- 32, 33. In the firſt place, I alleged, that this is the 
meaning of all like Expreſſions: and particularly I ob- 
erv'd from Matth. vi. 24. That tho* a Man may ſerve 
ne Supreme, and one Sybordinate Maſter, yet he 1 
6 er ve 
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. ſerve two Maſters : Wherefore the Phraſe,  rwo Maſters; 


muſt ſignify two Independent Maſters. Upon this the 
Doflor remarks, p. 32. That it oo appear ſomewhat - 
© harſh to put God and Mammon, ſo much upon the 

level, as to ſuppoſe them two co-ordinate or independent 
* Mafters.' I reply 5 Tho“ Mammon has no Right to ſet 
up for · a Maſter at all; yet, *tis-evident, he actually 
does aſſume Dominion, and affects to appear as Men's 


Maſter, not ander Go p, but in oppoſition to him; and 


hereby impiouſly ſets himſelf upon a Level, as to Au- 
thority, with Go p. I was ſurpriz'd-to find Dr. Water- 
land ſo ſqueamiſh,as to cenſure that innocent Expreſſion, 
Unity p. 32. Two Maſters are ſuch, as are independent on 
each other; as Chriſt fairly hints by inſtaneing in 
© Gor and Mammon. Mammon is not Go p's Deputy, 
© but Enemy and Rival.“ | PEO ee 1g eh 

But waving that (ſays he) it is very plain that the 
Text is meant of two 7755 or diſagreeing Maſters, 
© whether co-ordinate or ſub. ordinate.. The Dofor, it 
ſeems, has a particular Fancy of bis ewn, that two oppoſite 
or diſagreeing Maſters, may, notwithſtanding their Op- 
pofition, be one ſubordinate to the other. Whereas: . 
23 one elſe knows, that upon the Commencement of 
the Oppoſition, the Suhordination immediately ceaſes in 
falt; tho' one has ſtill a Right to a Superiority over the 
other. When Adonijah rebell'd againſt David, his Fa- 
ther, and his King, he undoubtedly ſet himſelf, at leaſt, 


upon a Level, and in Co-ordination with the King, 
however he ought to have remain'd in Subordination to 


. 


him. 3 | are do od ani 
That the Text is meant of two oppoſite or diſagreeing 
Maſters, I readily allow, and had thus interpreted it, 
Unity p. 32. Mammon is not Go p's Deputy, but 


ENE M and Rival; and commands the directly 


*CONTRARY to what Gop does.“ For I do not 
ſee any great Difference between Enemy and Diſagreeing, 
Oppoſite, and Contrary, And yet ſtill this Inſtance is full 
to my Purpoſe, for two Reaſons : (1.) Becauſe two oppo-' 
ſite Maſters are certainly independent, as Maſters, and co- 
ordinate, in fact, in the Point of Authority, how wrong 
ſoever the one may be in claiming it. But if, Tus 
Maſters, ſignifies, Two oppoſite Maſters ; then it muſt, at 
leaſt fignify, Two independent Maſters : And for the ſame 
Reaſon, the Phraſe, Two GODS, muſt denote, at _ 
K. / wo 


by ©, GH. 
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Two inlependent GO Ds. (z.) As the Diſagreement of 
two Maſters evidences their Independency; ſo their In- 
dependency is ſuppoſed: to imply their Diſagreement : / 
Since it was ſcarce ever known, that two independent 
Maſters were wi/e enough and good enough to agree conſtantly 
in every. thing. If they ſhould thus agree, yet they 
would be two Maſters notwithſtanding : for their Lade- 
pendency is that, which immediately conſtitutes them two 
Maſters. , And the only Reaſon, why Diſagreement and 
Oppoſition: are to be conſider'd in our Siviour's Inſtance 


of GoD and Mammon, is, that Mammon could not have 


appear'd independent on G 0D, without oppoſing. him. 
made them independent as Maſters, and In- 
dependency. immediately made them two Maſters. "EM 
Let the Tritbeiſts now make what Advantage they can of 
this Inftance. Three, diſtinct Spirits, equal, co-ordi- 
nate, and independent, are three Go Ds, how perfectly ſoe- 
ver they may agree. In this Caſe, Oppoſition does not 
at all come under Conſideration; whereas, ſhould a Be- 
ing created by Gop, and by Nature ſubordinate to 
him, take upon him to rival Gop in his Supreme 
Authority, or Worſhip, he muſt ſet himſelf up in Op- 
Poſition to Go p, or elſe he could not appear indepen- 
dent on him. CCC 
The Dofor adds, p. 33. But what hinders this Text 
from being at all ſerviceable either to him or the Trithe- 
iſts, is, that the Expreſſion here in St. Matt he, is ſome- 
what particular and unuſual ; and can by no means 
be made a Rule of Speech, againſt the more general 
and current uſe of Language.“ When he will conde- 
ſcend to tell the World, how this Expreſſion, No Man 


can ſer ve tuo Maſters, is particular and unuſual, and what 


is the more general and current uſe of Language, I ſhall con- 
fider it: at preſent I cannot, becauſe I do not under- 
ſtand him, nor can I meet any one that does. 

I had ſaid, Unity, p. 33. * A Sovereign King, and a 


_ © Subordinate King, ſuch as David and Solomon, Pharaoh 


and Joſepb, are never call'd, two Kings.” Dr. Vaterland 
anſwers, p. 33. David and Solomon were not, that I 
know of, each of them a King at the Tame time.” 
I am ſorry for that; and therefore ſhall here take upon 
me to tell the Dr. how he, or even an unlearned Reader 
may know it. If he will pleaſe to read, 1 Kings, cb. I. 
he cannot miſs it, I ſhall tranſcribe a few-Paſſages of 
I Oy B | that 


—— a 
1 2 . 


( ro!) 
that Chapter for the Doctor's Information, v. 39. And 
Zadol — anointed Solomon — and all the People ſaid, GOD 
ſave King Solomon. v. 43. Our Lord King David bath 
made Solomon King, v. 46, 4. Solomon ſitteth on the 15 
Throne of the Kingdom. And moreover the King's Ser- 19 
wants came to bleſs our Lord King David. aud tbe King 1 
bowed bimſelf upon the Bed, v. 51, — Adonijab feareth King ? 
Solomon. —— let King Solomon ſwear, —— v. 53. &@ 
King Solomon ſent —— he came, aud bowed bimſelf t King 
Solomon, Tho' the Dr. will not, yet the Scripture 
does acknowledge each of them to be King at the ſame time. 
Solomon was a King, tho* David was living: and David 
was the King ftill, tho“ Slomon was actually anointed, 
and proclaimed King: So that this Inſtance was far e- 
nough from being impertinent. 

I had, in the ſame Paſſige, ſpoken of Pharaoh and 
YJoſeph as a Sovereign, and a Subordinate King; That is, 
ſays the Doffor, a King and no King, I was not aware 
of any great Impropriety in 'calling each of them, a 
King, ſince each was a Ruler of a Kingdom, Pal, CV. 
20, 21, But I fhall ſtick to the Title of Ruler, 
which the 164 pr has given to each; and then the 
Impertinence of the DoHor's Turn will fully appear, 
For, in this Caſe, his Words would ſtand thus; © This 
* Writer endeavours to find an Inſtance of a Sovereign 
* and Subordinate Ruler, which together were not two 
© Rulers, He inſtances in Pharaoh and Jo pb; that is, 
© a Ruler, and no Ruler.“ If my Word had been, Ruler, 
inſtead of Ring, the Dr. muſt have omitted. this Re- 
mark. For, I preſume, he would not have faid, Jeſeph 
was #0 Ruler, fince the Holy Ghoſt expreſly calls him 
ſo. Pharaoh was the Ruler, and Joſeph was a Ruler, 
and yet they were not two Rulers, So eaſy a Matter 
is it to meet with tuo that are each a Ruler, or a King, 
and yet are not two Kings, or Rulers. | 

My ſecond Argument to prove, that the Phraſe, Tuo 
GODS, ſignifies, Two Supreme Gons, was this, Unity 
p. 33. © Since ane Saviour, ane Maſter, one Potentate, one 
* Father, one Lord, one Shepherd, &, ſignify one Supreme 
© $xviour, Potentate, Maſter, &c. as has been already 
« ſhewn: Then tuo Saviaurs, two Maſters, &c. mult 
* denote two Supreme Siviours, Maſters, Sc. And, in 
like manner, as, one GOD, has been prov'd to ſignify, 
one Supreme Gop: So, tue GODS, muſt neceſſiriſy 
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(1) 
fignify, two Supreme Gos.“ The Dr. anſwerez 
Preface p. 33, 34. But for any thing he knows; one Saui- 
© or, one Mefter, one Potentate, &c, may as well fignify one 
© Flavenly, or one Adorable, or one weceſſarily=extſrent Sa- 
* viour, Maſler, Potentate, &c.“ I reply, For any thing, 
the Dr. knows, theſe Phraſes muſt be interpreted my 
way: nor will I ever yield, that, Perbaps, is a better 
Argument on his fide than on mine. But I ſhall not 
enter into a Diſpute about this, becauſe either the Dr. 
does not give a different Interpretation of theſe Phraſes; 
or, if he does, my ſy will have as much Force, 
when founded upon his Interpretation, as upon my 
own. 2 
I had interpreted the Phraſe, one Maſter, to ſignify 
a Maſter in the higbeſt Senſe of the Word : The Dr. will 
have it to ſignify, one Heavenly, or one Adorable, or one 
— Maſter. Now, I pray, where is the 
mighty difference between us ? Is not one Heavenly, 
or Adorable, or neceſfirily-exiſtent Maſter, a Mafter in 
the higheſt Senſe of the Word, And mutt not all elſe, 
that are call'd Maſters, and are not his Enemies, be 
| Maſters Subdrdinate to him ? If this Paſſage of the 
Doctor be not a full Conceſſion of what I had advanc'd, 


however he aims to diſguiſe it, I know not what to 
make of it, | | 


Bur ſuppoſing his Expreſſions ſhould not be equi- 
valent to mine; ſtill I am ſafe and eaſy, ſince upon h's 
own Interpretation of the Phraſes, my Argument will 
loſe nothing of its Force. For then, one GOD, muſt 
ſignify, one Adorable, or one neceſſarily-exiſtent Go n. 
And when the Scriptures call the Father, the one, or 
be only Go p, they muſt mean, according to the Dr. 
that the Father alone is an adorable, or a neceffirily-ex- 
iſtent Gov, and that any Spirit or Perſon diftin& 
from him, that is honour'd with the Title of God, is 
not adorable, ot not neceſſarily- exiſtent. So that, fince 
the Son is a diftin& Perſon and Spirit from the Father, 
the Do#or's Rule for interpreting emphatical Expreſſions 
will oblige him to ſay, that Chriſt is not neceſſarily- ex- 
iſtent, nor adorable as the ultimate Object of Worſhip, 
that is, he is God in a Subordinate Senſe of the Word. 

The Dr. takes no Courſe to prevent this Concluſion, 
but by adding, One in ſome diſtinguiſhing, emphati- 
cal Senſe, yet not — what eſſentially belongs to that 
Hs 2 | e 


a . 


| (nn) - 
one, If we apply this, as the Dr. defigns we ſhould, 
to ſuch Texts as call the Father, the one, or, the only 
GOD; his Interpretation of them will be, The Fa- 
ther is the one Gow in ſome diſtinguiſhing, empha- 
* tical Senſe, yet not excluding what eſſentially be- 
* longs to that one Gop.“ That is, as he more fully 
expreſſes the Thought, Sermon, p. 272. The excluſive 
* Term, only, is not to be ſo ſtrictly interpreted, as to 
exclude what eſſentially belongs to tthe Father, and 
* may be reckon'd to him, as included in him, his WORD 
or SPIRIT, Admitting this, ſtill the Father alone 
is, in an emphatical and diſtinguiſhing Senſe, the one 
Gop: So that, if the Son and Spirit are not the Fa- 
ther himſelf, or Attributes of him, but (as the Dr. 
ſtiles them, Sermon, p. 12.) real, living, ſubſtantial Things 
or Perſons, diſtindt from the, Father; their belonging eſſen- 
tially to the Father, as much as one Perſon can to ano- 
ther, will not hinder their being excluded from being 
Gov in the ſame diſtinguiſhing, emphatical Senſe, as 
the Father is. And it will remain, that when the Son is 
call'd Grow, this Word is uſed, not in the emphatical, but Y} 
in a lower Senſe. But the Dr. may be ſuppoſed to object, 
* Tho! the Son be excluded from being God in the bo 
* diſtinguiſhing emphatical Senſe ; yet he is not exclud- bi 
ed from being God, in the proper m_ bigbeſt Senſe : Since 
* he eſſentially belongs to the Father and is included in 
him.“ I reply, if the Son be not Go p, in the empha- 
tical Senſe, he cannot be Gop in the higheſt. Senſe : 
| There being no difference between theſe two Words,ſfave 
M5: that higheſt is an Engliſh, and emphatical a Greek Word, 
BY" which the Dr. in the Simplicity of his Heart, no doubt, 
choſe, the better to diſguiſe his meaning, to blind tage 
Eyes of the unlearned, and to conceal the ContradiQion. 3 
If he were arguing upon my Principle, That the Father . 
and Fon are tuo diſtin Spirits, he would certainly then 
own all this. And he ought to have argued upon it; 
ſince I had proved it, Unity, p. 7, II. and he has let it 
ſtand undiſputed : Nor ought he to have advanced a 
Suppoſition, which is entirely inconſiſtent with it. For 
as long as it is allow'd, that Father and Son are two di- 
ſtint Spirits, it cannot be ſuppos'd, that the Son eſſen- 
tially belongs to the Father, and is included in bim, in the 
Senſe in which the Door underſtands theſe Expreflions, 
if they have any meaning at all, which, I am ſatisfied, 
they have not, The 
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(23) 5 
The Dr. next objects to my Explication of the 
Phraſes, one Saviour, one Lord, &c. as ſignifying the 
Supreme Saviour, Lord, &c. That Chriſt is cy 
and eminently ſtiled, one Lord, and our Javiour. I anſwer, 
in the Senſe, in which he is ſtiled, Lord and Saviour, he 
is the Supreme Lord and Saviour. That is to ſay, he 
is the higheſt of all Conſtituted Lords; there being no 
Lord, in this Senle (tho? there is a Gov) above him: 
And he is the higheſt of all exalted Saviours, And it is 
manifeſt, that the Father muſt be excepted, who con- 
ſtituted, or made him Lord, Ads II. 36. and who exalted 
and rais'd bim up to be a Saviour, V. 31. XIII. 23. 
He advances, * That if one GOD fignifies one Supreme 
* God; then, ſince all but the Supreme Gon are ex- 
© cluded from being Gods, in any religious Senſe, the 
© Conſequence is, that an Inferior God is no God.” 
The Fallacy here 1s-exceedingly obvious, and has been 
fully laid open already, Unity, p. 34. whither I refer 
the Dr. who as yet has made no Reply to it. I now add, 
if we apply this kind of Talk to a parallel Caſe, the 
Dofor himſelf, I ſhould hope, would have Honeſty e- 
nough to give it up as vain, Gop ſays, Tfaieh XLIIL 
11. Beſides me there is no Saviour: Yet the Man Chriſt Je- 
ſus is call'd a Saviour, Ads V. 31. Him hath GOD exalt- 
ed— to be — a Saviour. In this Caſe, the Doctor's 
Sentence muſt run thus: Since all but the Supreme Sa- 
* viour, areexcluded from being Saviours, in any religious 
_* Senſe; the Conſequence is that an inferior Saviour is 
© no Saviour. Now the Dr. muſt allow, that the Man 
Chriſt Jeſus is a Saviour, in a religious Senſe, and yet 
that he is not the Supreme Saviour, but a Saviour under 
Gop. Even ſo, the Son may be God in a religious 
Senſe, tho' he is not the Supreme Go p but Subordinate 
to him. | 
Upon the whole, I am fully aſſured, that I was not 
far from proving my Point (that the Phraſe, tuo GODS, 
ſigniſies, two Supreme GO DS, or, that a Supreme Go p, 
and a God Subordinate to him are not two GODS) and 
that I took a-certain and infallible Rule for the inter- 
preting emphatical Appellations : Since neither Dr. Wa- 
terland's Learning, nor Art could furniſh out one con- 
ſiderable Objection againſt it. 
The Dr. proceeds, in the next place, p. 34. to con- 
ſider whether my Notion be not capable of a clear Confuta- 
| tiou. 
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(14) Dus 
tion. * had before argued (fays he) that dae GOD 
* and another GOD make two GODS; or elſe one of 
them is 0 GOD, contrary to the Suppoſition.*” This 
I anſwer'd, Unity, p. 34. to which the Dr. has not of- 
fer'd one Word of Reply. | | 2 

But now he offers one Argument more, p. 35. to prove, 
that a Supreme GOD, and a Subordinate God may pro- 
perly be call'd tuo GODS: which is this; The Pa- 
© gans, tho' they profeſs'd generally (as is well known 
to the learned) one only Supreme GOD, looking upon 
© all the reſt as Subordinate Minifters of the one Supreme, 
© yet ſtand charged with Polytheiſm, by the Jews, by 


the ancient Chriſtians, by the common Confent of 


Mankind.“ This is one of the additional Advantages 
from Hiſtory and Antiquity, with which he endeavours to 
ſet off his Argument. But it happens very unfortu- 
nately for the Dr. that Hiſtory and Antiquity will 
not, in this Caſe, yield him the leaſt Advantage; and 
he himſelf, in this very Page, takes care that it ſhall 
not. : 

It is true, the Learzed among the Pagans, whoſe Wri- 
tingshave reach'd our Times (that is, not one of 10000) did 
generally profeſs it to be their Opinion, That there is one on- 
ty Supreme G O D, and that all others, who were call'd Gods, 
were his Subordinate Miniſters. 
tain, that neither they nor their Adverſaries did ſup- 
pole a Supreme Go p, and a Subordinate God to be two 
Gods. And, if the Dr. had not artfully how honeſt- 
ly I ſhall not fay) concealed part of the Truth, of which 
his great Learning could not ſuffer him to be ignorant, 
his Readers muſt have immediately diſcover'd the Fallacy. 
The Caſe is plainly this, as all learned Men know, that 
the Bulk of the Heathens maintain'd the Belief, and 


Gops, whatever the Philoſophers might hint to the 
contrary. Yea, and thoſe Philoſophers themſelves did, 
in their Practice, join with the Vulgar, notwithſtand- 
ing any private Opinions they might have inconſiſtent 
with it: and their Poets did much confirm the Vulgar 
in their Error. The moſt learned Dr. Cudworth has 
proved theſe things in his Intelledual Syſtem. He ob- 
ſerves, p. 357. © That the Poets did deprave the Theo- 
* logy of the Pagans, fo as to make it look ſomewhat 
more Ariſ{ecratically, and this principally two * 


And yet I {till main- 
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practiſed the Worſhip of many co-ordinate and independent | 
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wherein 


ers manifeſted in the 
produced by it, to be ſo many really diſtin& [and in- 
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of ways; firſt by their ſpeaking ſo much of the Gods 
in general and without Diſtinction, and attributing the 
Government of the whole World to them in common, 
ſo as if it were managed and carried on, Communi Con ſilio 
Deorum, by a common Council and Republick of God 
al things were determined by a Majority 
Votes, and as if their Jupiter, or Supreme Go p, were no 
more among them than a Speaker of a Houſe of Lords 
or Commons, or the Chairman of a Committee. And 
ſecondly, by their making thoſe that were really no- 
thing elſe but ſeveral Names and Notions of one and 


the ſame Supreme Deity, according to its ſeveral Pow- 
World, or the different Effects 


dependent (a) ] Perſons and Gods; inſomuch as 
ſometimes to be at Odds and Variance with one ano- 


ther, and even with Jupiter himſelf,” | 
+ a_ (faith the ſame excellent Writer, p. 478.) the 
au 


hedlogy of the Pagans as well as the Poetick, 
had — an Appearance of a Plurality of independent 
Deities ; it making. ſeveral Supreme in their ſeveral Ter- 
ritories and Functions; as one to be the chief Ruler 


over the Heavens; another over the Air and Minds; 
another over the Ka; and another over the Earth and 
Hell; one to be the Giver of Corn, another of Wine 3 


one the God of Learning, another the God of Pleaſure, 


and another the God of Var, and ſo for all other 


things.“ 


Moreover, p. 525. According to the Laws of Cities 


and Countries, (that is, the Civil Theology) there ſeems 
to be no one abſolutely powerful Being, but one God 


is ſuppoſed to be moſt powerful as to one thing, and 
another as to another.“ And, p. 526. The many 
Political Gods of the Pagans were not all of them 
vulgarly Ibok'd upon, as the Subſer vient Miniſters of 


one Supreme Go.“ Thus far the learned and impar- 


tial Dr. Cudworth : And if Dr. Waterland had, in like 
manner, honeſtly ſpoken of the Diſtinction between the 
Civil, and Philo/opbic Theology, be could not have talk'd 
ſo inconſiſtently with Truth, his Author, and himſelf. 
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It was as abſurd in Dr. Vaterland, to repreſent the Opi- 
nions of the Philoſophers, as the general Doctrine of the 
Pagans ; as it would be in another to charge the Notions 
of the Socinians upon the whole Church of England. As the 
Doctrine of this Church mult be learn'd from the pub- 
lick, eſtabliſh'd Articles, Liturgy, and Worſhip, and 
not from the Sayings of a few private Men: So muſt 
the Divinity of the Pagans be fetch'd from their pub- 
lick Worſhip, and from the Laws, that ſettled it. And 
theſe Laws of all Countries, and the Practice of all Pa- 
gans, both learned and un-learned , ſet their ſeveral 

Gods upon the level, at leaſt as to Religious Worſhip _ 
making them equally the Ultimate Objects of Direc 
and Supreme Worſhip: Upon which | Account, they 
are juſtly charg'd with Polytheiſm, or with worſhipping 
many Supreme GODS. Jupiter and Mercury (to take the 
Dodlor's Inſtance) were two Supreme Gods, becauſe two 
Ultimate. Objects of Worſhip, whatever difference there 
might otherwiſe be between them. And the Dr. can 
never infer from this Inſtance, that a Supreme Go p and 
a Subordinate God are properly call'd, two Gods: unleſs 
he will firſt undertake to prove, tha t Mercury was wor- 
ſhip'd only as a. Mediator between Jupiter and Men, 
— that all the Worſhip, which was offer'd to Mercury, 
had a farther Reference to Jupiter, as the Ultimate Ob- 
ject of it, which every one knows to be falſe. N 
I haye cited Dr. Cudworth as an Evidence in this Caſe, 
becauſe I ſee, his Authority is of conſiderable weight 
with Dr. Haterland. But leſt this ſhould not convince 
him, I will ſummon, another Evidence of indiſputable 
Authority with him, I mean Dr. Vaterland himſelf. He 
has dropt a Paſſige in the next Paragraph ta that which 
I have been conſidering, which is a moſt direct, expreſs, 
and full Confutation of it. After he had done what he 
could to puzzle this Cauſe, he adds, p. 35, 36. * To 
* extricate this matter; Polythe;ſm may be confider'd, 
either in a ſtricter, or a larger Senſe : It may either 
* {ignify the Belief of more Gods than one, in the pre- 
+ per Senſe of neceſſarily- exiſting, Supreme, &c. (in which 
* Senſe there have been few, very few Polytheiſts; the 
* Pagans themſelves generally were not Polytbeſts in this 
* Senſe) Or it may ſignify. the receiving more Gods 
« than one, in reſpect of Religious Worſhip, whatever 
Opinion of thoſe Gods they may otherwiſe have. It 
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—— ſtand juſtly 'chirg'd' With. Tho“ the Pag 
6 did, not "Believe i niany Sprint Gods, and fo; in t 
J Ref ect, were not Peci ive Polyt heiſts, Jet by A= 
Morſbip, Rl Urinac) Work (the 2 
© munic Ile Honour" due t the Supreme? Go b only) to 
© „ many 'Gods, they dick By Conftrufio#' and fte, 

thdꝰ not in here, make ſeveral Subremr Gods; and 
chnft quently were 'Prafticht Poly yt heiſt! Even in the high! 
eſt JF ricteſt Senſe of ehrte Thus has“ the 


Dx. confutedU His o. K whereby he endea- 


to them! Indeed, 


voured t6 rove, that' reme Gb and A Subor- 
dinate Goe re pro erly call'd!" fro Gods; For all their 
Gods were made sirene, by their paying nate Mor- 
if they*had-mainrain'd'only one 

Supreme G0 d, and wor ſhi pech all the reſt barèly as Mel 
EX the could not Rave been juſtly charged with 
Poly 55. Their Fault then had been 1dolatry, and 
ak VA (not many Gods, but) many Lords, without 
rrant from the Supreme GUD. For, if they 

Bid offer d only Mediatorial Worfhip to thoſe"inferibue 
in 3 That could not have' been interpreted r of 
hey were F Gods; but önly that they were 
client Mediators between” the '$ rene Gy o b, aud Men. 
kn like" cßißder it is evident, chat we cännot be 
juſtly char ed Wirh holding rad Gods, Since we wok 
ſhip the abet only as "Supreme God, and the Son 
5 Fele vile than as. Nuedlatbr. The Dr. has not been 
able © to make gbod the” Charge; and, which is move, 
50 beth'ſo comp laiſant as to fauler it himſelf, and to 
i out of bY bf Power tô advance it agaifſt us 
tore. For we are ndt guilty of Pohyrbel us in Ether 

bs two Senſes, in pie he underſtänds this Wördt 
the Has STD ielded, that we 4s not böld es Go, 

n the Se ſe of Nele 1 ing, Supreme," of Nor do 


de keceive more Gods Wan e e; in reſpect of Religfots, 


CR ie Le That is, we Ub''ndr make tw Fer. 
ſons" the Ultimate Ob Fts of Worſhip. * T on, the Df. 
Joes not uſe the Wo. "Ultimate, in this Cafe! 15 tis 
Hin, hè muff ſup dle it, to make his fundimeftal AC 


ſertion true. For, to be ſure, he does not mean, that 
Mediatorial Worſhip "i IS an Faser FdH die tothe 
Supreme GOD only: Since, to worſhip the Supreme G 0», 
as Mediator, would be Blaſphemy, and Impiety. But 
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of this I ſhall have occafion to ſay more, when I come 
to examine his 3d and 4th Particulars. 
proceed with the Dof#or. He ſays, p. 37. That 
upon my Principles, it is the eaſieſt thing in the World 
© for the Catholicks, admitting a Subordination of Or- 
der, to get perfectly clear of Tritbeiſm, which is the 
grand Objection.” Here the Dofor's Memory has 
greatly fail'd him; otherwiſe, I hope, he would not 
have been ſo poſitive in this Place. For, in the very 
Page before, be himſelf had fix'd home the Charge, 
as far as it was poſſible to do it, by a general Aſſertion: 
And, I thank him, he has left me nothing to do, in 
order to confute him, but to make the Application. 
The Catholicks, as he calls them, believe in three Su- 
preme (a) diſtinct, real, ſubſtantial Things or Per- 
ſons (b) equal in all Reſpects, and every, one perfect 
God (c) and fo are, as far as I can ſee, Speculative Tri- 
theiſts : And, by paying Worſhip, religious Worſhip (the in- 
communicable Honour due to the Supreme GOD only) to 
three Supreme, equal Things or Perſons, they do by 
Conſtruction and Implication, if not in Intention, make three 
Supreme Gods; and conſequently are Practical Tritheifts, 
even in the hig beſt and ſirifleſt Senſe of Tritheiſm. This 
is the Doctor's own Object ion againſt his own Doctrine, 
which he will not find it to be the eaſieſt thing in the World 
to anſwer, unleſs he makes no Difficulty of contradict- 
ing and confuting himſelf, as well as evident Truth. 
I am not unaware, that he will endeavour to evade this, 
by Tung Sanctuary in an Unity of Eſſence: but that will 
not ſave him. For, 'tis a plain Caſe, that three di- 
ſtinct Supreme Things or Perſons, each being an Ul- 
timate Object of Worſhip, are really three Gods, whe- 
ther they have one common Eſſence or not. And I 
muſt think ſo, till he ſhall pleaſe to ſhew the difference, 
which, I profeſs, I cannot yet ſee. And I am encouraged 
to believe there is none; becauſe the Supreme Go p, 
every where in Scripture, ſpeaks of himſelf, and is re- 
preſented, as one ſingle Perſon, and poſitively aſſures us, 
that there is no other Perſon, who is Goo in the high- 
eſt Senſe, beſides himſelf: Beſides ME there is no GOD. 
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(4) Defence, p. 7. The Supreme God is more Perſons than one. The ihe 
is the ſame Supreme Gov, (b) Sermons, p. 12. (c) Defence, p. 169. 
* | „ See 
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See this more explain'd, Unity, p. 15. and Modeſt Plea 
„ TAS I I % f - : 
. 1 "nal "Soc this Charge of Tritheiſm a conſiderable 
Objection ; but, without Submiſſion to the Dr. I do 
not think it juſt to call it, The grand Objefion : Since 
there are many others, at leaſt, of equal Force ; Such 
as, That his Scheme is full of the moſt groſs Contra- 
ditions, and eſpecially, that the Goſpel never teaches 
his Doctrine inexpreſs Words, or by plain Conſequence z 
both which it would undoubtedly have done, if it were, 
as he pretends, necefſiry to Salvation to know and be- 
lieve it. I ſhall take no farther Notice of his Citation 
from Gregory Nazianzen, than only to obſerve, that the 
Reflection will not well ſuit Dr. Waterland's Pen, till 
he ſhall have clear'd his Scheme of Trithei/m, as I have 
"2% ours of Ditbeiſm. Which he is ſo far from having yet 
done, that, on the other hand, he himſelf has demon- 

ſtrably proved the Charge of Tritheiſm againſt his own 
Dottrine. 55 
The Dr. adds: In his Way of explaining the ex- 
* cluſive Terms, the Catholicks will eaſily anſwer every 
Text he can bring to prove the Father only to be 
© the true Gop: for it is only ſaying, that he is fo 
* empbatically, or unoriginately, and the Son may be true 
© God, * neceſſarily- exiſting notwithſtanding.“ I ſhould 
be very ſorry, if I had help'd the Catbolicks, or any elſe 
to anſwer any Text of Scripture 5 it being my ſettled 
Judgment, that Gop's Word is not to be anſwered, 
but to be believid, But let us ſee whether my way of 
explaining excluſrve Terms will be of any Service to the 
Door. When the Scripture ſtiles the Father, The only 
true GOD, I interpret it thus; The Father alone is 
Gop in the higheſt Senſe of the Word, or, the Fa- 
ther alone is the Supreme GoD, having none above 
him, or equal to him, and being the Go » of God the 
Son, as well as of the Creatures. The Dr. interprets 
the Words thus; The Father only is the true Go p 
I emphatically, or unoriginateſy. "Theſe Interpretations are 
7 certainly the ſame, in themſelves, and therefore his can 
9 do him no more Service than mine. And, if he would 
ſuppoſe with me, that the Father and Son are two di- 
ſtinct Spirits, he would not ſtick to own it. The only 
difference between us reſpects this Principle. He all 
along ſuppoſes it to be falſe, and finds it eyery where 

2 Eni neceſſiry 
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'necelfiry to do fo, in order to anſwer hie. Whetefore 
cannot but again complain of his Unfairneſs, in not 


* 


attempting to refute the Arguments 


by which I effabliſh- 


ed it, and in not ſaying any thing to confirm his own 


fundamental n : that the Father, Son, and 
Spirit are one Spirit, Till he ſhall do theſe things, 
he can oply. trifle, inſtead of arguing, and go on, as 
hitherto, with a ſcandalous begging of th e 1 
ſhall only add, that my Interpretation of the excluſive 
Terms Conly, alone, &c,J ſuits not his Suppoſition, tho 
it ſuits mine;: Since all the parallel Inſtances, from which 
I learnt the Rule of interpreting them, relate to diſtintt 
Beings, ſuch as I had proved the Father and the Son to be. 

Beſides, the Interpretation, Wiuch the Dr. here gives, 


is a, flat Contradiction. He ſuppoſes the Son to be the 
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neceſſarily-exiſting G o p, and. yet not to be Go p eh 


tically. But does not the emphatical. Senſe, according to 
the Dr. include neceſſary-Exiſtence in it? He taught us ſo 
but three Pages back, p. 34. One neceſſarily exiſtent Sa- 
« viour, Sc. One in, ſome diſtinguiſhing emphatical 
* N if a Saviour, in he emphatical Senſe, 
is a neceſſarily-exiſting Saviour; then (lingo he owns the 
Inſtances to be parallel) Gov, in t e emphatical Senſe, 
muſt be a neceſſarily-exzſting G o D. 80 that if the Fa- 
ther only be GOD emphatically, he alone is neceſſarily-exi- 
ing: and, I am ſure, the Su cannot be neceflarily-ex- 
arg notgicbtandiog this. Which of theſe two con- 
tradiftory Paſſages the Dr. will nqw maintain, I cannot 
determine, nor am I ſolicitous to know : Since either 
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way he will find inſuperable Difficulti s. Whereas our 
Arguments to prove, that there is but one Supreme 


G0 p, even the Father, ftill remain in their full Force, 
unanſwer'd, and unanſwerable. 3 

III. The ſecond Particular, Which the Dr. propoſes 
to examine, is my advancing, that he has not Stent 
Grounds to conclude, that the Father and Son are one 
Gov. The Dr, had pleaded thus: The Father is 
© Gov, and the Son is Gop, and yet Gov is one: 
Therefore Father and Son are one G op,' I largely 
examin'd this Argument, and demonſtrated by many 


parallel Inſtances, that theſe Premiſes will not ſupport 


this Concluſion, Now, what does the Dr. {ay agyiolt 
this? Not one fingle Word. He does not deny the 

ſtances to be parallel ; nor does he pretend to juſtify 
| his 


e In- 


keis, 


f His drawing this Concluſion from "theſe Prémiſes; but 
: fubſtitutes other "Premiſes in their Room, owning, P. 38. 
5 that his Argument was expreſs'd too briefiy before. 80 
"that That part of my third Head (of the Unity of 
| Gop) which he has'pretended to examine, as well as 
h that which he has not examined, does, by his 'Own 
Confeſſion, ' reniain unanſwer d. But, ſince he has now, 
in this Preface, offer d a new Argument, and deſired me 
to exerciſe my Thoughts 'about it; I ſhall acquaint him 
| with the Refult of them. His Argument is now thus 
| + expreſs'd, 1 Tho' there be Gods "many, ànd Lords 


many, yet there is but one Go p and Lord to be ho- 
nour'd with religious Worſhip : Now Chriſt is God and 
Lord, in ſuch a Senſe, as to be h6nour*d with religions 
* Worſhip'; Therefore Chriſt is the one Go p.“ But 
this is altogether as weak as the other. To evidence 
Which, I mall "rR' confider the Conclufion itſelf ;"arid 
then ſhall ſhew, that he has not eftabliſh'd'any Premi- 
ſes from which it may be juſtly infer'd. | 
The Concluſion is, Chriſt is the one God. It is no fmall 
Difficulty to know what the Dr. means by this. Is 
not, THE one G OD, an emphatical Expreffi6n ? But will 
the Dr. ſay, that Chriſt is ſtiled, the one G 0D,' empbati- 
cally ; when he _ but two Pages before (p. '37.) that 
the Father only is the true G op emphatically ? Or, does 
"he mein, Chriſt is the one Go p the Father? No, that is 
Fabellian. Should it be then, Chriſt is tbe une GO D, Fa- 
ther, H, aud Holy Ghoſt? This is Confufion: and yet 
this he thuſt mean, if he talks conſiſtently with him- 
ſelf: Since he has laid down the Premiſes, from which 
this Conclufibn does neceſſarily follow. The Argu- 
ment ſtands thus: 5 | 

Ihe obne Gop is three Perſons, Father, Son, and 
Spirit: Chrift is the one Go pp: | 

| Ye Chriſt is three Perſons, Father, Son, and 
Spirit, The Premiſes are the Doctor's own (as may be 
ſeen in the Margin (d): T be Concluſion males itſelf, and 
ſufficiently diſcovers the Inconſiſtency of the Premiſes. 


7— 


„ e 
* 
3 


(4) Defence, . 336. We can have no other right Conception of the one 
G OD, bur by believing in a real Father, Son, and oly gell p- 93. There 

are more Perſons than one in the one God, p. 323. One God in three Perſons. 
Preface, p. 39. Chriſt is the one Cod. : 

[ But 


3 £ 2 


But beſides, where does the Holy Scripture teach us 
this Doctrine? Indeed it aſſures us, that the Word is God : 
but I do not remember that it calls him, the one Gon. 
No, it always ſpeaks in a different Strain. There we 
find the Father, in contradiſtinction to the Son, call'd, the 
only true GOD, Jobn XVII. 3. There we read of one GOD, 

the Father, 1 Cor, VIII. 6. And the one Goo is every 
where repreſented as one fingle Perſon. So that it is at 
leaſt Un-ſcriptural,to call the Son, the one Go p. Neither 
did ever any Catbolick, before the Nicene Council, uſe ſuch 
Language. And evenafter that, in the latter End of the 
urth Century, ſuch Expreſſions were cenſured as Here- 
tical by Epipbanius, who condemns Paul of Samoſata for 
«© ſaying, Go p the Father, and Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
are one GOD (7) And, the Father together with the 
© Son is ove GOD? (g) And J leave it to the Dofor to 
judge, whether that can be an Expreſſion fit for Catholicks 
to uſe, and to make a Teſt of Orthodoxy 3 which was 
eſteem'd Hereſy in a Man unanimouſly condemn'd by 
two very numerous Councils at Antioch, and by the Ca- 
tholick Church. (b) & | 
And now, if the Doflor's Concluſion be in itſelf falſe, 
I am ſure, it is not capable of being prov'd. How- 
ever, I will examine his Argument. The Fallacy of it 
will eafily appear, if it be ſtript of the Ambiguity, 
that lies in the Words, Religious Worſhip, Religious 
Worſhip is of two ſorts, which I ſhall call, Ultimate, 
and Mediatorial, If he meant Ultimate Worſhip, his 
Argument will ſtand thus: There is but one Go 
* and Lord to be honour'd with Ultimate Worſhip : 
Now Chriſt is Gov and Lord in ſuch a Senſe, as to 
be honour'd with Ultimate Worſhip ; therefore Chriſt 
is the one God.“ I readily own the firſt Propoſition 
in this Argument. But I 22 the Dr. with all his Read- 
ing and Art to m the ſecond. Chriſt is never, in 
Scripture, repreſented as the Ultimate Object of Wor- 
ſhip, but only as the Mediator, thro' whom all our Wor- 
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(g O zu, zA dupe 7H vis de Oe. Ibid. Sch. 7. p. 614, 

(b) Euſco. Ecel. Hitt, Lib. VII. e. 28, 29, 30. e 


ſhip 


(23) 
ſhip muſt paſs to the Father, as I have proved, Unity, 
p. 41. Ec. (in anſwer to the. Dofor's 16th and 17th 
Queries, to which the Dr. here refers) and as I ſhall far- 
ther confirm preſently. And, if all the i» that 
is to be paid to Chriſt, is due to him only as Mediator; 
then, I am ſure, this Worſhip will only prove him to 
be the Mediator, and not the one Gov. The Truth 
of the Caſe is this; Tho? there be Sovereign GO DS ma- 
ny, and Lords Mediators many; yet to us Chriſtians there 
is but one Supreme GOD to be honour'd as the Ultimate 
Object of Worſhip, even the Father, and but one Lord- 
Mediator to be honour'd with Mediatorial Worſhip, e- 
ven Jeſus Chriſt, 1 Cor. VIII. 5, 6. (i) And now let the 
Dr. draw what Concluſion he can from this, 
The Dr. deſires me particularly to anſwer bis Reaſons a- 
gainſt any Inferior or Subordinate, but Adorable 60 DS. 
Here we have the ſame Ambiguity again, Adorable, 
may fignify either, Adorable as an Ultimate Objeft of 
Worſhip, or, Adorable as a Mediator, If he had meant 
it in this latter Senſe, I am ſatisfied, he himſelf would 
not have offer'd one Reaſon againſt it, For, ſurely he 
will not deny, that a Being inferiour to the Father (the 
Man Chriſt, for Inſtance) may be Adorable as a Me- 
diator. And then we ſhall be reconciled, And if by, 
Adorable, he means the ultimate Object of Worſhip, we 
ſhall be agreed too. For, I aſſure him, I ſhall never 
aſſert, that a Being Subordinate to the Father is adora- 
ble as the Ultimate Object of Worſhip, tho' he may 
be ſo as Mediator. This Diſtinction ſubverts the Foun- 
dation of all the Arguments, that he does or can offer, 
and the Neglect of making it, is the Cauſe of all the 
Confufion which is in the Thoughts of the Dr. and of 
his Admirers, upon this Head, | 
The ſame Diſtinction will deſtroy his next Remark 
"alſo. The Dr. had ask'd, Where does the Scripture 
give you any Intimation of two true Gods? Faw 
{wer'd, Unity, p. 34, 35. The one true God is always 
* repreſented in Scripture, as but one ſingle Perſon, even 
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(i) The Reader may ſee the Ground of this Interpretation ſettled by the 
moſt learned Joſeph Mede, in The Apoſtacy vf the latter Times, Ch. III. and 
Diſc. XLII. And, by the very learned and ingenious Author of Plain 
Chriſtianity defended, Part IV. p- 71, | | 
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the Father of Chriſt; Job. 2 37 1 fol. 20, ' (To. 
which I now add, 1 Te. I. 9, 10, The ex; 4 GOD, and 
== his Son even Jeſus.) But Chyi 1 never call“ 
the true Gon in Scr! pes but is led, the. Son 0] 1 
the true Gon, and is ſaid to be ſent by the, true Gov. 3 
This was a full Anſwer to his Queſhon, as 115 then ; put 9 
it. But now, upon, ſecond Though Ents, he, h 9 cla q 
the. Words, Worſoip'd, an Adorable ; i being ſen his 
| ſuppoſe, that it — before too briefly 7 A. Jet, Wh it 
3s now Put, it makes not ainſt "iy I own, 
with * Doctor, 6 The ing 5 one 6855 Dd th bet 51 05 
© be worſhip'd Cas the ultimate Oe of Gen, 
even the Father]: Th hat one EE Fans 
* more Adorable Gods Tthat i is, more, « Vi ate O 5 
of Worſhip] than one, are more by e# 8 
this Purpoſe he would bave ex e it 15 
had ingenuouſly ſpoken his Mind. i” be be ſeems, 
be part of my 8. to unravel & 1 dere Fallacies, 


and take off Diſguiſes. 

L beg the Reader here to been 0 a little, FR to re vie 
what the Dr. and I have b een er t th is H Ren. 
He undertook to ſhęew, that he 76 Tag, 10 
conclude that Father ang Son are one His on ly F. 
gument to, proye it is this: Tie g is but one. Adorable 

* Gov: Chriſt is Adorable; therefore, Chriſt is theone 
© GOD. In anſwer to it, have 0 e 8 that 1 hei e is 
a manifeſt begging of the Queſtipn, which is Very ul wal | 
with Dr. Haterland. He takes it os gran ted, ec 
is Adorable as the Supreme an Ultimate | 


ſkip: whereas this is a miſtake; and t jen his 
Argument proves yain kayo in . 8 $ tot ve 
ſhip that ig due to Chriſt, Fall conſider it ynd ert 0 
fourth Particular. 

III. I proceed to the thirq Particular which the Dr. 
has undertaken to examine. I had ſai c That we al 

no ſufficient Warrant for a] ipkg a Il Einds an 
Degrees of Religious Wor ip to the Sup preme PF 
The Dr. on the contrary maſptains, P. 40. That Al 
Kinds and Degrees of Reli Worſhip are ap — 

priated to the Supreme GOD only.“ To prove this, 
he cites a few Texts of Scripture, the moſt pertinent 
of which is, Matth. IV. 10. Thor halt worſhip the Lord 
by Ged, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve. (I omit the reſt, 
becauſe, if this will not prove his Fei tis evident, 

none 


22 


hohe elſe will!) From hence he infers, Def uce; p. 240. 
That fince * Gop has made all religious Worſhip his 
down; it is Sovereign of Courſe; — lt means the Di- 
© vinity, the Supremacy, the Sovereignty of its Object. 
This is, in ſhort; the whole of what he ſays on this 
Subject, in his Defence of Query XVI. . 
Now, I confeſs, his Conſequence from the Text 
is ſtrictly juſt, if it be to be interpreted, as he would 
have it; but if nor, his Argument is entirely over- 
' turn'd : Since it wholly: depends upon the meaning of 
this Command, Wherefore the only thing to be done, 
is to fix the Deſign of that. The Controverſy between 
us, relating to Worſhip, is now brought to à ſhort Iſſue, 
even to this ſingle Queſtion, * Whether the Command 
© of worſhipping Go» only appropriated all Kinds and 
© Degrees of Worſhip, or merely all Supreme, or Ultimate 
* Worſhip to the Supreme Go p? The Reſolution of 
this will decide the whole; and therefore I beg our 
Readers to conſider this Point with the utmoſt Impar- 
tiality and Care. Ep | 5 | 
To confirm my Senfe of this Text, I obſerved, that 
all other Commands, which are like this in Expreflion; 
are, and muſt be interpreted in the ſime Manner, as 
I interpret this; and that there is a kind of Religious 
Worſhip, I mean; Mediatorial Worſhip, which is found- 
ed on a Gift; which cannot be appropriated, becauſe it 
cannot at all belong, to the Supreme Go p. And if 
this be fo, then it is not, and it cannot be proved, that 
60 D has. made all Religious Worſhip his own: and there 
may be ſome Religious Worſhip which is not Sovereign or Fu- 
preme, and: which does not mean the Supremacy, but the 
Subordination of its Object. : | 8 
But I will ſuppoſe, for the preſent, that this, and - 
ſuch like 'Texts do appropriate all Kinds and Degrees of 
Religious Worſhip to the Supreme Gov : Yer, if I 
miſtake not, the Dr. will get nothing by. it. For all 
his Texts (as I. obſerved, Unity, P- 40.) ſpeak of one 
ſingle Perſon; even the Fatber. And if all Kinds and De- 
grees of Religious Worſhip are -appropriated to the 
Father: Then, according to the Doctor's way of inter- 
Preting, none of any Kind or Degree whatever can be 
due to the Son, or Holy Ghoſt. To avoid this Con- 
fequence, and to maintain their Right to Worſhip, he 
muſt be obliged to ſay with us; that thoſe Texts appro- 
ALL | D- Priate 
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(26) ; 
priate only Ultimate and Supreme Worſhip to the Su- 
preme Gov. . „ 

When the Dr. ſays, that all Acts of Religious Wor- 
© ſhip are appropriated to the one true Go: I am a- 
fraid, there is an Equivocation in the Words, REL T. 
GIO US Worſhip. It he means all that Worſhip, which 
is due to the Ultimate Object of it; I grant, this is 
appropriated to the one true Go p, the Father, But, 
it he means any thing elſe by it, his Aſſertion will ap- 
pear to be very groundleſs and falſe, For, if he will 
Mill defend it, he muſt prove one or other of theſe 
things; either that Chriſt is not to be worſhipped as 
Mediator, or that the worſhipping him, as ſuch, is not Re- 
ligious Worſhip; or, if it be, that yet the Worſhip 
of the Mediator means the Supremacy of him the Ob- 
ject, that is, that, as Mediator, he is the Supreme Go v. 
For, if theſe Propoſitions are falſe, as undoubtedly they 
are; it cannot be true, that all Religious Worſhip is 
appropriated to the Supreme G o v. And conſequently, 
as the Dr. owns, p. 40. We are not juſtly hl 
with Idolatry, or e for worſhipping the Son 
« [confider'd as a Spirit ſul 
is the DoFor's Argument from Worſhip alone ſufficient 
* to prove, that Father and Son are one Go p.“ 

The Dr. takes upon him to tell his Readers, Pp. 47. 
That I offer no Proofs of my Interpretation of Matth. 
IV. 10. But, if he will look again into my Book, he 
will find them, Unity, 5. 50, 51, 52, Yea the Dr. him- 
ſelf in the very next Page, p. 42. mentions ſome. So 
careful is he to contradict himſelf, rather than to let 
his Calumnies ſtick on me any longer than till the 
Reader is come to the next Page. 


He next accuſes me of preſumptuous Gueſſing : But if he 


had quoted the Words to which he refers (Unity, p. 39.) 
the Reader would have ſeen, that I there only ſtated 
my own Doctrine about Worſhip, which I propoſed to 
ſhew to be agreeable to Scripture : Which is a proper 
Method to be taken by any Writer, and what the Pr. 
himſelf often uſes. I ſhall only add, that I cannot but 
heartily pity a Man, who makes no Conſcience of ſuch 
preſumptuous Miſrepreſentations of an Adverſary, to pre- 
judice his Readers againſt him, | 
The Dr. goes on: He lays down his whole Doctrine 
concerning Worſhip in theſe three Particulars, = 
0 | Ee 


ordinate to Go p.] Neither 
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The Truth is this; After I had conſider'd the Precept 
of Worſhipping G O D only, and compared it with ſome 
parallel xpreſſions in e in order to diſcover 
the Senſe of it; I concluded thus; Unity, p. 52. It 
* muſt be underſtood to require us to make GoD alone 
the Ultimate Object of our Worſhip, or to terminate all 
* Worſhip upon himſelf: It forbids us to worſhipothers, 
any farther than he has commanded us to do it, and 
any farther than our worſhipping of them is really a 
worſhipping of him, and redounds to his Glory.“ 
RF Theſe were my Words, from which he takes his three 
ZZ Particulars. | | | 
85 The firſt is, as he has put it, That all our Worſhip 
© terminates upon the one Supreme Go.“ Which 
(lays he, b. 42.) is groundleſs, becauſe no Scripture-proof of 
it can be produced. What, can the Dr. make any Quel- 
tion of this? If it does not terminate on the Supreme 
Gor; I pray, on whom does it terminate? Not upon 
one above him: To ſay that, would be Blaſphemy. 
Not upon one inferior to him, for that would run us in- 
to * . It muſt then terminate upon Go p. I 
proved, * Scripture, that this muſt be the meaning 
of that Command, ſince all Commands, that are like 
that in Expreſſion, are, and muſt be interpreted in the 
ſame manner. 
I willingly allow, he can ſhew, that GOD alone is to 
be worſhipped, as the Ultimate Object of Worſhip : and, 
I would hope, this is all he means: Since, I preſume, 
he will not ſay, that the Supreme GoD is to be wor- 
ſhip'd alſo Rl 6 the Character of Mediator. I own, 
I never found the Text, which ſays, * That all Wor- 
* ſhip, whether offer'd to Gov, or Creatures, muſt ter- 
* minate on Go p.“ Yet I can tell him of a Text, 
which proves, that all Worſhip, whether offer'd to 
the Father, or to the Son, muſt terminate on the Father. 
This I demonſtrated both in the general, and in Par- 
ticulars, Unity, p. 45— 49. to which the Dr. has made 
not one word of Anſwer. | 
To confirm my Interpretation of Matth. IV. 10. 
T hou ſhalt worſhip GOD only; I refer'd to three parallel 
Places, which can be underſtood no otherwiſe, than as 1 
underſtood this Command. Firſt, I obſerv'd, p. 51. It 
is ſaid, in the Text before us, Him only ſhalt thow ſer ve: 
© Yet we read, Heb, XIII. 10. That the Priefts ſerve the 


2 © Tabernacle, 


* 
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Taboernacle.“ To reconcile theſe Texts we are not ta 
ſuppoſe that the Tabernacle is GoD; but that the 
former FaTage appropriates only Supreme and Ultimate 
Service to Gop, with which it was not inconſiſtent 
for the Prieits to ſerve the Tabernacle, in Obedience 
to Gop's expreſs Command, and to terminate upon 
him all the Service they paid to it. That the Word, 
Serve (AzT;#) in both theſe Places, bears the ſame 
Senſe, appears from this, that it always fignifies Reli- 
gious Hor ſnip, throughout the New Teſtament, without 
ene Exception; as a Greek Concordance will diſcover. 
And then (as the Dr. owns) the Inſtance appears ta 
* the Purpoſe.” 8 

I added Sicond'y, We are commanded to ſerve GOD 
only, I Sam. VII. 3. (where the Word fignifies, To obey 
as a Servant) Yet Gop expreſly commands a Servant 
to ſerve bis Maſter, Exod, XXI. 6. I reconciled theſe Com- 
mands thus: Gop only 1s the Supreme Object of Ser- 
vice, or Obedience; yet a Maſter may have a right to 


a Man's Obedience, in dubordination to Gop, and by 


his Command. And whoever ſo ſerves his Maſter, 
does chiefly ſerve Gor, his Sovereign Maſter, This I 
take to be the obvious Meaning: But the Dodor, to a- 
yoid the Conſequence that would neceſſarily follow, 
gives another turn to it. He ſuppoſes, that in the Com- 
mand, 1 Sam. VII. 3. whereby the {ſrazlites were re- 
quired to ſerve GQD only, Religious Service, not every kind 
of Service is intended, I would be glad to know then, why 
the Dr. will not interpret the Command to worſhip GOD 
only, in the ſame manner, and ſay, Ultimate Worſhip, 
vor every kind of Worſhip; is intended. Thus wes | 
his Interpretations be uniform, and this Controverſy 
would be ended. But farther, what does the Dr. mean 
by Religious Service? If he means ſuch Service as is due 
to Gov, that is, Supreme Service only; I fully agree 
with him, that the Text intends to appropriate this a- 
lone to Gon; and add, that in like manner, Matth. 
IV. 10. appropriates only Supreme, or Ultimate Worſhip 
to Gor; And ſo my Interpretation would be con- 
firm'd by his awn Remark, But if he ſhould ſay, that 
by Religicus Service, he means Worſhip, I reply, the Word, 
day; Which is in this Text render'd, Serve, fignifies in 
general, to Serve or Obey any Superior, that has Autho- 
F}'y over others; And: as it is appligable to any Supe- 

: p „ a rior, 


4 „ 


rior, ſo alſo to any Inſtance of Service or Obedience 


whatſoever, which a Superior has requir'd. When we 
are commanded therefore to ſerve, or obey GOD,the Senſe 
plainly is, Do whatſoever be commands, And this being 
the general Meaning of the Precept, the Word may be 
properly uſed, when any particular Inſtance of Obedi- 
ence is required. Thus, for the purpoſe, it may be ap- 
plied to the particular Duty of Sacrificing, confider'd as 
an Act of Obedience. And thus one Greek Interpreter 
has applied it, Exod. X. 7. The Hebrew Text there is, 
Let the Men go, that they may ſerve, or obey, the Lord. But 
that Greek Interpreter, ſuppoſing this to refer particular- 
ly to Sacrificing, has render'd it, That they may ſacrifice 
unto the Lord, * And the LXX. have it, That they may 
worſhip the Lord. f But, either way the Senſe is the 
ſame: For, to ſerve, or obey, which is a general Word, 
may be uſed equally, whether Obedience in general, or 
a particular Inſtance of it, is requir'd. So that the 
Word [ T2y ] Serve, cannot be {aid to fignify, He ſacri- 
ficed, or He worſhip'd, but He obey'd in the particular 
Duties of Vorſbip or Sacrifice. Thus, if a Son ſhould 
refuſe to bow to his Father, when he requires it, and 
ſome one ſhould ſay to the Son, Obey your Father, ſurely 
no one would pretend, that the Word, Obey, ſignified 
Bow ; but every one would ſee, that it meant, Obey this, 
as well as all other of your Father's Commands. To 
apply this to the Text under Confideration : When the 
Tjraelites were commanded to ſerve GO D only ; the Mean- 
ing isnot, Worſhip GOD only; but (if it does refer to 
worſhip ) Obey or ſerve GOD only in this particular Af 
of Obedience, call'd Worſhip. And, in this View, the 
Text can mean no other than, Serve GOD, as the only 
gupreme Maſter : For a Servant is {till under an Obli- 
gation to obey, in Subordination to Go p, his earthly 
Maſter's juſt Commands, by which he requires him to 
worſhip GOD. After the ſame manner, the Command 
to uo God only, muſt be underſtood to ſignify, Wor- 
* ſhip Go p, as the only Supreme and Ultimate Object 


of Worſhip ;* as I before determin'd, and then, I am 


ſatisfied, the Reader will ſee, that my Inſtances were to 


the Purpoſe, and my Rule not groundleſs. The 
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See the Editions taken ſrom the Vatican Copy. 
[ See the Lexaudrian Copy, in Grave s Edition, 
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The Dr. here adds, Religious Service is not to be 
© paid to Creatures, Rom. I. 25. not to choſe that by 
Nature are no Gods, Gal. IV. 8.“ I reply, *tis true, 
theſe Texts confine Worſhip and Service, or Obedience 
to the one Supreme Go p: But yet the former Queſtion 
will return, Whether it is Supreme, Ultimate Worſhip, 
and Obedience only, or All Kinds, and Degrees of them 
that are appropriated to Go p? I think, it muſt be the 
former, for Reaſons already mention'd, which it would 
be impertinent to repeat. And from what I have proved 
under this Hed, it's evident, theſe Texts do not carry 
in them any Objection againſt our Scheme. 

The Dr. next cblcrves, p. 43. that my Rule of termi- 
nating all Worſhip on the ſupreme Go, is trifling and 
inſgnificant. I aflure the Dr. Tis eaſier for a haughty 

Man to lay ſo, than for a learned Man to prove it. 
However, let us ſee what he urges : © The very Papiſts, 
and Pagans (ſays he) in their grofleſt Tdolatry, or Image- 
© Worſhip, keep up to this Rule. They terminate at leaſt 
* mmtentionally, all their Worſhip upon the one ſupreme 
Go D'. If they do, the Dr. will own, they are /o far 
jn the right. For, I hope, he will not ſay, They ſhould 
terminate their Worſhip on Images, or on any other Be- 
ing, below the ſupreme Goy. The Truth is, the Pa- 
piſts are not to be blamed for terminating their Worſhip 
on Go p, the only altimate Object of it; but their Fault 
conſiſts in ſetting up, and worſhipping ſuch Perſons and 
Things as Mediators, and Mediums of Worſhip, which 
Go p never honour'd with that Character and Relation 
to himſelf; and in worſhipping them in that Capacity, 
ait hout and againſt his Command. So that what the Dr. 
here mentions is entirely foreign to the Purpoſe. And 
he can never make out the Pertinence of this Remark, 
till he ſhall have proved, that Go p has not appoint- 
ed Chriſt to be the Mediator, or that he has not com- 
manded us to worſhip him: Which, I preſume, he 
will not be very forward to undertake. Nor will he 
find it eaſy to ſhew, that the Pagans did, in fact, in- 
tentionally terminate on the ſupreme Gov, all the 
Worſhip, that they paid to Apollo, Venus, Mercury, &c. 
tho' he has taken upon him to aſſert it. I only add, it 
was very trifling and inſignificant to mention this Caſe 
' ere, ſince it properly, and only belongs to the third 


en 

The ſecond of my Rules ( as the Dr. has diſtributed 
them) was thus expreſs'd; The Command of wor- 
« ſhipping G O D only, forbids us to worſhip others, any 
« farther than our worſhipping of them is really a wor- 
* ſhipping of him, and redounds to his Glory * ? Now 
does Br. Materland deny this? No, he runs away from 
the Point, to declaim againſt 1 in De- 
fence of which I had not ſaid one Word. I only de- 
fended the Worſhip of the Sn of G ov, confider'd as 
Mediator between the ſupreme Go p, and the Crea- 
tures, and as intruſted by the Father with the Govern- 
ment of the whole Creation. 8 

It is no Queſtion with us, but that Go p is the beſt 
Judge of what is moſt for bis Glory, and that he only has 
a right to determine, how he will be worſhip'd. And 
on whatever Foot he has fix'd it, we deſire there it 
may ſtand. | | Z 

My third Rule was, * That Worſhip be not offer'd to 
© others, any farther than the Supreme Gop has com- 
* manded. * This (the Dr. ſays) is a ſafe and a good 
Rule, p. 44. I am glad we can agree in ſomething. 
And I take the more Notice of it; becauſe one cannot 
well expect to have Dr. V. agree with an Adverſary, 
when he can but ſeldom agree with himſelf This Ac- 
knowledgment muſt atone for his finding fault with 
the two former Rules; tho? he believes them alſo to be 
ſafe and good, as well as I. 

The Dr. adds, I wiſh that this Gentleman, and ſuch 
others, would abide by this third Rule. I hope we 
do: For we do not worſhip the Creatures, which Gow 
has forbidden us to worſhip:: But we worſhip the Son 
of Gop, according to the Father's Appointment, and 
defire to honour him neither leſs nor more than Gov 
has commanded. If the learned Dotfor can ſhew us one 
expreſs Command, that requires us to worſhip Chriſt, 
in any other manner, or under any other Character, than 
now we do; we will readily alter our Practice, and con- 
form to it. | 


IV. I proceed now to the Fourth Particular, of which 
the Dr. takes Notice. I had faid, that © Mediatorial 
* Worſhip may belong to Chriſt, tho? he is not the Su- 
preme GOD. To ſubvert this, the Dr. will not al- 
low of any ſuch thing as Mediatorial Worſhip diſtin# from 


Divine. 


„ Ei 
Divine. Before I conſider on which fide the Truth lies 
as to this Queſtion, I ſhall diſtinctly explain the Terms, 
Di vine and Mediatorial. | "7 „ Is 

Divine Worſhip is capable of being underſtood in à 
higher, or in a /ower Senſe, as the Word, Go p, is, from 
which it is borrow'd. Divine, in general ſignifies, 
Belonging to GOD ; and Divine Worſhip fignifies Worſhip be- 
longing to GOD. When we ſpeak of the Supreme Go p, 
Divine Morſbip fignifies, Worſhip. belonging, or due to 
the Supreme Go p: But when we ſpeak of God the Son 
(who has a Gov above him, Ab. J. 8, 9.) Divine Wor- 
ſhip fignifies, Worſhip due to one that is God in a ſub- 
ordinate Senſe. In this latter Senſe, the Worſhip due 
to Chriſt may be call'd Divine: and I readily grant, that 
Mediatorial Worſhip is not diſtin&t from this. But the 
Dr. underſtands the Word in the other Senſe; and then 
his Aſſertion will ſtand thus; There is no ſuch thing 
* as Mediatorial Worſhip diſtinct from the Worſhip that 
belongs to the Supreme Go p.? | 

By Mediatorial Worſhip, I mean, Worſhip belonging; 
or due to the Mediator. The Mediator between Go p 
and Men, is, by the Confeſſion of both Sides, a Per- 
ſon, who, under Go p, rules the Creatures, beſtows 
Bleſſings on them, and carries up Men's Prayers to Go v. 
In other Words, Go Þ ſends us all the Bleſſings we re- 
ceive, througb, or by the Mediator: And we are to offer 
up our Prayers, through him, to GOD. The Queſtion, 
therefore, may be thus expreſs'd: | 

Whether there be any Worſhip due to the Mediator, 
diſtinct from that which is due to the Supreme Goo? 

The Dr. is pleaſed to ſay, that I have not proved 
there is. But, if he will review my Pamphlet, I am 
much miſtaken, if he will not find it done. I ſhew'd 
P. 25.— 29. That Gop created, . governs, ſaves, re- 
conciles, pardons, juſtifies, raiſes, and judges us, thro 
the Mediator, whom he exalted to all Authority in Hea- 
ven and Earth, to do theſe things under him : (to which 
the Dr. has given no Anſwer at all.) Afterward; p. 41g 

42, | proved from expreſs Texts (which I ſhall preſent- 

ly vindicate) that Go p has directed us, in all our 
Worſhip of Chrif, to conſider him, not as the Supreme 
CG oD, but as acting under him in the Government of 
the World; and to offer up our Prayers to himſelf; 
through the Mediator. And this I maintain to be — 
| | es Proof. 
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Frbof. I. add, to illuſtrate it the more, That ascchere 
are two Offices belonging to the Mediator, viz. To 
tranſact with us for Go p, and, To tranſact with Gop 
for us So the Worſhip due to him may be divided in- 
to tws forts.) When we pray directly to him, d muſt 
conſider him as tranſacting with us for, and under GOOD: 
but when: we offer up our Prayers thro* him, we muſt 
confidep him as tranſacting with Go for us. - In/each 
_ Caſe, Chriſt is conſidered as Mediator, and the Worſhip. 
is Mediatorial. e e Bags 252 
How Dr. Warer{and came to ſtick at allowing a Diſtinc- 
tion, in this Place, between Mediatorial and Divine Wor- 
ſhip, Lcannot well ſee; unleſs he takes a pleaſure: in 
contradicting himſelf, . For he had confeſs'd it: before, 
Defence, p. 260: As the 5 he) is primarily 
and eminently — Object of Worſhip, ſo alſo all Wor- 
< ſhip is primarily and eminently the Father's. — And 
the diſtinct Worſhip of the Son, conſider'd eas à Son 
(which according to the Dr. is his higheſt Character) 
©redounds to the Father, as the Head and Fountain of 
ball. Again, p. 262. As the Son ſtands to us under 
© the particular Character of Mediator, beſides what he 
is in common with the Father, our Prayers, generwly, 
© are to be offer'd, rather thro” him than to him: Vet not 
forgetting to offer Prayers directly to him. Now 
I will ſappoſe; for the preſent, that the Son is Supreme 
God in common with the Father, and is 'to- be wor- 
 Thip'd, under this Character, with Ultimate Worſhip : 
Yet ſtill *tis plain, the Dr. here {peaks of another ſort 
of Worſhip. that muſt be offer'd to the Son, under ano- 
ther Character, . viz. that of a Mediator, which it wou'd 
be Blaſphemy to offer to him conſider'd as the Supteme 
Gon. The Defence of the Queries has diſtinguiſh'd Me- 
diatorial from Divine Worſhip : The Preface to the. eight 
Sermons appears to deny the Diſtinction: They agree to 
chuſe Dr. Waterland for their Umpire; and now let the 


Dr. judge between the contending Parties. 12 70 
The Dr. adds, © If Chriſt our Mediator is worſhip'd, 


(lit is becauſe he is God and Man, a Divine Mediator. 


That the Mediator is God in the ſubordinate Senſe of 
the Word, I never queſtion'd ; but I cannot perſuade my 
ſelf, that he is Go-D in the higheſt Senſe, as the Dr. 
here means, when he ſtiles him, God. He had before 
told us, p. 39. That Chrift vm one GOD; which, be- 


ng 
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ing compared with the Paſſage now under Conſideratiom, 
evidently amounts to this; The one G OD''us )the;Media- 
tor between the one GOD and Men. Such Confuſion does 
he run himſelf into, by rejecting the Diſtinction be- 


teen the Supreme, and the Subordinate Senſe of the Ward; 


God, But if the Mediator is not the one G oD, then 
he cannot have a Right to be worſhip'd as the Supreme 
and Ultimate Object of Worſhip 3; and conſequently, 
fince he is to be worſhip'd; Mediatorial Worſhip is all thas 
can belong to him. Ini 2: 
The ſame may be {aid of his calling Chriſt, a Divine 
Mediator. If by this he means, ſuch a Mediator, as is 
at the ſame time the one GOP; the aforemention' d 
Abſurdity will here alſo follow. . But, if he means, 
what alone theſe Wards can properly fignify, a: Mediator 
belonging to GOD, that is, in this Caſe,  appointtd: by 
GOD; I preſume, he will not fay, that the Worſhip of 
Chriſt 1 this Character, is Supreme Worſhip, For 
ſurely, the Worſhip of a Mediator appointed by G o p, 
is very different from the Worſhip of that GO who 
appointed him. ine i ß {ir *. 
Beſides, the Dr. grants, that Chrift is warſhip'd be- 
cauſe he is GOD and Man. Now, if Chriſt is worſhip'd 
becauſe he is God, then he is worſhip'd with Divine 


Worſfhip: And if he is worſhip'd becauſe be is Man, then 


is he worſhip'd alſo with a Worſhip that is not Di- 
vine or Supreme, but Mediatorial. Thus: has the Dr. 

himſelf made the Diſtinction, in this very Place, where 
he ſo carefully endeavour'd to avoid it. „„ 


The learned Door comes next to conſider the Ground 
and Foundation of the Morſhip, which we are command- 
ed to pay to Chriſt. I founded it, Unity, p. 41. upon 
his being the Mediator, and upon his receiving his Au- 
thority, and his Right to Worſhip, from the Father as 
a Gift; and juſtified my doing ſo, by ſeveral Texts of 
Scripture. I cited Jobs V. 22, 23. The Father bath com- 
mitted all Judgment unto the Son; THAT all Men ſhould 


| honour the Son, even as they honour the Father : and my Re- 


mark upon it was in theſe Words; It is not faid, all 
* Men ſhould honour the Son, becauſe he is equal to the 
* Father ; but becauſe the Father hath committed, or gi- 
ven (lm) all Judgment to him, or hath made bim 
Judge. To this I now add, that if theſe Words be 


compared with v. 27, my Interpretation will be con- 


firm'd 


4irm'd beyond Exception. There our Lord tells us, 
that the Father bath given þim' Authority to execute Judg- 
ment, BECAUSE be is the Sn of Man, Now here 'tis 
plain, that herauſe Chriſt was the Son of Man, therefore 
the Father gave him Authority to execute Judgment, 
or committed all Judgment to him: And becauſe G o » 
gave him Authority to execute Judgment, therefore all 

Men ſhould: honour him, even as they honour the Fa- 
ther: That is, in other Words, Chriſt's Honour and 
Worſhip are founded on his Authority ; his Authority 
is founded on the Father's Gift; and the Reaſon of the 
Father's giving it, was Chriſt's becoming the Son of Man. 
This I take to be no leſs than ſtrict Demonſtration. 
However, fince the Dr. has refer'd me to his Defence 
of Query XIX. I ſhall confider what he there ſays to 
invalidate it. His Interpretation, p. 279, 280. is this: 


»The Father (whoſe Honour was ſufficiently ſecured. 


© under the Jewiſh and Chriſtian Diſpenſations) be- 
ing as much concern'd for the Honour of his Son, 
© had been pleas'd to commit all Judgment to him, 
that Men might ſee, that the Son, as well as the Fa- 
ther, was Judge of all the Earth, and be convinced how 
* reaſonable it was to pay all the ſame Honour to the 


Son, which they had hitherto believed to belong to 


the Father only, and that they might confider, that 
the Son, whom they were too apt to diſregard, was 
not only their Creator, and Lord, and God, but their 
Judge too.” This is the whole Subſtance of his Pa- 
raphraſe : But what Argument it contains againft me, I 
cannot diſcern. For all of it (except the' Words, AS 
MUCH, and, ALL THE SAME) is perfectly con- 
fiſtent with what I faid. * And 1 ſee no Reaſon he 
had to ſlip into his Paraphraſe ſuch Expreſſions as 
are very foreign both to this Text, and' to the whole 
Bible. He ſays, © Go y committed all Judgment to 
© the Son, that Men might be convinced how reaſona- 
ble it was to pay all' tbe fame Honour to the Son, which 
they had hitherto-believ'd'to'belong to the Father on- 
* 1y.' But I ſhould ha ve thought the direct contrary; wit. 
That G0 D's giving his Son Authority to judge, would 
convince us, that we ought to pay 4% Honour to the 
Son, than to the Father. For, certainly, the Giver of 
the Authority, bein higher, has a right to an higher 
Honour, than he that retelved the Gift, And if the 
e | | = | Father 
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Father had deſign'd to ſecure equal Honour to the Son, 
'he would have repreſented the Son as desire ually 
with himſelf, an eternal and neceſſary Right to t 1 -f 
ment. But fince it is placed upon the Fone of a Gf 5 
it is plain, the Son has not a Title to all the ſame Ho- 
nour; becauſe, tho' he muſt be hanour'd as receiving, 
yet he cannot be honour'd as giving an Authority ; that 
16, the Honour due to him is not Sypreme, but Subordi- 
e 5 W ee © „ 
el Ogpaticion to this, it is uſually pleaded, fit an 
. Equality of Honour is meant by the Words, Even 48; 
That Men ſhould konour the Son, even as they bonour the Fa- 
ther. But Dr. Naterlud (Defence, p. 281.) agrees with 
us to ſay, * that Eve, 48 [DEabar! 1 2 ſignifies a general 
* Simil:tede only, not an exact Equality, and that an Ar- 
* oument is not to be built on the critical Meaning of 
t the Particle.” Then, I hope, his leſs learned Friends 
will follow his Example, and lay no ſtreſs upon it any 
more. But what will he build his Argument upon, 
if not upon this? He tells us in the next Words: What 
we inſiſt on, is, that our Bleſſed Lord in that Chap- 
© ter, draws a Parallel between the Fatber and himſelf, be- 
teen the Father's Works and his gur, founding there- 
F upon his Title o Honour, which ſufficiently intimates 
What de [even 45] means; ipecially if it be conſi- 
t der'd, that this was in anſwer to the Charge of ma- 
ing himſelf equal: with Go p, John V. 18. Upon 
this Paſſage I make theſe three Remarks. 1. The 
Text does not ſay, tho' the Dr. does, that Chrift found- 
ed his Honour on the Parallel between the Father and 
himſelf, .but,on the Father's giving him Authority to ex- 
ecute Judgment. 2. The Parallel between the Father 
and the Son, in Job» V. is far enough from implying 
an Equality, For, tho' the Son doth whatſoever things the 
Fat her doth; yet there is this difference, that the Son's 
Power to do theſe things was given him by the Father. 
If the Son quickens ham he will (v. 21.) it is becauſe the 
Father hath G IV EN bim to have Life in bimſelf (v. 26.) 
that is, Pawer ta raiſe the Dead, as the Dr. agrees to in- 
terpret it, Defence, p. 286. If the Son judges, it is be- 
cauſe the Father gave him Authority, v.22, 27. If the Son 
is to be honour'd, tis as a Son, not as a Father ; as one 
ert, not as one that ſends, v. 23. So that, if the Son's 
Title to Honour be founded upon this Parallel; mn 
15 6 wmu 
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muſt be the ſame difference between the Father's H 

nour and the Son's, as there is between the Father him- 
ſelf and the Son, and as there is between their Works ; 
that is, as the Son is ſent by the Father, and conſe- 
quently inferior to him; and his Power given him, and 
conſequently a Subordinate Power; ſo the Son's Honour 
muſt, like his Perſon and Power, be ſubordinate or 
inferior too. 3. Neither will the Charge of making 
himſelf (ov, which is render'd] equal to Go p, be of any 


Service to the Dofor. For it ſhould have been tranſla- 


ted, making bimſelf, like Gop; as appears from hence, 
that the Word, Joe, does not any where in the New 
Teſtament neceſſarily ſignify equal, but exactly anſwers 
to our Engliſh Word, Like. The learned Dr. cannot 
but admit this; ſince the Word, , is not here join'd 
with it; in which (he ſays, Srm. p. 162,) the Force of 
the Phraſe, Phil. II. 6. lies; and fince he has granted, 
that Inflances may be brought of the uſe of this Word for, 
Like. Like 18 a general Word, which may be uſed, 
whether the things compared, are equal, or unequal, 
and does not neceflarily include either of them. If 
the things that are alike, are alſo equal, ane may indif- 
ferently uſe either Word: yet this will not prove, that 
Like, fignifies the ſame with Equal. And, ſince there 
may be a Likeneſs between things, that are unequal, one 
might as well ſay, that the Word, tar, Like, may, in 
ſome places, be render'd, Unequal, as that in others it 
ſhould be tranſlated, Equal. The natural Inequality 
between the Angels and Men, which exiſted before the 
Fall, will remain for ever; and yet good Men ſhall, in 
the other World, be made towy2n, not, Equal to the An- 
gels, as our Tranſlation has it, but, 4s the Angels, or, 
Like the Angels, [v"a,9x0] as the fame ſaying of our 
Lord is expreſs'd by St. Matth. Cap. XXII. v. 30. and 
by St. Mark, Cap. XII. v. 25. And, after the ſame man- 
ner ſhould we interpret this Charge brought againſt 
Chriſt, viz. That be made himſelf like GOD: and then 
all that can be infer'd, is, that the Honour due to 
Chriſt is li that which is due to the Father; which 
it may be (and indeed is) without being equal to it. 
So that ſtill this Text is ſecured on our fide. 


The ſecond Text I cited, was, Phil. II. 9, 10, 11. 
Wherefore G OD alſo bath highly exalted bim, and given 
bim a Name which is above every Name; that at the Name 
f Jeſus every Knee ſhould bow — and that every Tongue | 


ſould 
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fronld confeſs, that (Jeſus Chriſt is Lord, to the Glory 6f 
80 D a 5 Remark on this Paſſage was 
in theſe Words, Unity, P. 42. Here is no Account of a 
« Worſhip due to Chriſt, as he is the Supreme Go p, 
© orof the ſame Subſtance with the Father. The Rea“ 
© ſon affign'd, is, becauſe Go p exatted' him, and gave 
* him a Name.“ This is certainly very plain, and ei 
Evidence. But the Dr. gives another Turn to theſ 
Expreffions, in his fifth Sermon, which I muſt now 
examine. He paraphraſes the former part of the Text 
thus; b. 178, 180. Wherefore GO D ah bath highly ex- 
* alred him; that is, on Account of the great Work of 
© Redemption, ſo full of Love and Goodneſs, ſo aſto- 
© niſhing and ſo endearing, G o Þ hath temarkably pro- 
© chim'd the Son's Dignity, and ſet forth his Glory; 
© commanding all Men hereupon to acknowledge him 
© their God, and Lord; their Lord always, but now more 
© eſpecially, by a new and diſtinct Claim, as their Sa- 
£ viour, and Deliverer, and only Redeemer.” To juſtify 
his Interpretation of the Word, Exalted, as fignifying, 
that GOD proclaim'd bis Dignity, the Dr. refers us to 
ſome Texts, in which Men are ſaid to exalt G0 D; as 
for Inſtance, P/al. GXVIII. 28. Thou art my GOD, 
and I will exalt thee, But this, and the like Paſſages 
are extremely wide of the Doffor's Purpoſe, as will ap- 
pear by ſtating the Caſe throughly as it is. The 
Word, Exalt, is evidently uſed in two different Senſes ; 
ſometimes, as in his Inſtances, to fignify the Tame with 


Praiſe, Bleſs, Gloriſy; at other times, To raiſt from a low 


Eſtate, and, to advance to Dignity, Authority, &c. The 

ueſtion now is, in which of theſe Senſes it is uſed 
in the Text before us. The Word itſelf; *tis plain, 
will not decide it. But the Context, and other parallel 
Places determine evidently for the proper Exaltation. 
The Apoſtle, in the ſame Paſſage, ſpeaks of a proper 
Humiliation or Abaſement, and oppoſes that to the 
Exaltation. Surely Chrift was properly, and not only 
in a Figure, abaſed, when he (to uſe the Do#or's Para- 
phraſe, Serm. p. 182.) *tho' the Son of Gov, yet was 


content to become a May, and thereby a Kr vant to 


* Gov, tho' by Nature a Son and Lord of all; and 
when he ſubmitted yet further, even to Death itſelf, 
© and that too in the moſt ignontinious Circumſtances, 
© nail'd to a Croſs,” Was not this a proper Humilia- 

3 | 5 Oo tion 
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tion from a bigher to a lower State? And then muſt it 
not! be allowed, that the following Words deſcribe A 
proper; Exaltation from a mean and low, to a high and 

lorious Condition? It is a plain Caſe, that when Gp is 


faid to exalt him, it muſt fignify, that Go raisd 


bim from this low Eftate of Death, diveſted him of the 
Form of a Servant, advanced him, from among Men, 
into Heaven, and made him (who was, while on Earth, 
beneath the Angels) Lord of all. Thus the whole is 
conſiſtent 3. and (which confirms, my Interpretation) 
exactly agrees with the other Texts, that 22 
Chriſt's. Exaltation. St. Peter deſcribes it in the ſame 
manner, As II. 32, 33. T his Jeſus, who was cruciſud and 


flain, v. 23,, bath GOD' rais'd up. — Being exalted 


therefore by the right Hand of G.0.D, and having veceiv'd 
| 4 Fat ber the DR the Holy Gboſt. Again, Ad; 
J. 30, 31, The 60 of our Fathers bath ra is d up Jeſus, 
whom ge flew, and hanged on 4 Tree. Hum bath GO 
exalted, with his right Hand, to be 4 Prince; and a 
Sxwiour. Theſe Paſſages evidently! ſpeak. of a proper 
Exaltation,: For, To be exalted hy GO D's Hand, a 
edly ſignifies ſomewhat different from having bis Digniry 
proclaim'd and his Glory ſet forth by tbe Mouth of G D. It 
is explain'd ; by that par allel Expreſſion, G OD bath 
rais'd. him up from the Dead, Theſe Texts directly lead 
us to the meaning of the other, and to interpret that 
alſo of a proper Exaltation; fince they all ſpeak of the 
ſame thing. | pt ine: gt 


But farther to 


# 


uſtify his Interpretation of the Word, 


Exalted, he * would have it obſerved, that the Word, 


© in the Original, is not et, but plum: The for- 
mer (ſays he) very probably, would have been uſed, 
* © had the Apoſtle intended only a proper local Exalta- 
* tion of the Man Chriſt Jeſus, to the right Hand of 
* Gonrp.' Upon this I obſerve, 1. That, by the Dofor's 
own Confeſſion, the two Places in the Ads, now cited, 
in which the Word dae is uſed, muſt ſpeak of a 2 
local Exaltation : and then it will be hard for him to de- 


viſe a Reaſon, why the parallel Place in Phil, IT. ſhould: 


not be interpreted in the ſame manner. 2. There is 
not the leaſt Foundation for the Diſtinction he makes 


between da, exalted, and cmd, highly exalted, He 


would have the former to denote a proper Exaltation, 
and the latter, a Proclamation of a Perſon's Dignity, Where- 
Rſs ; | as 
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as all learned Men know, that each Word is uſed in 
each of theſe Senſes. The whole Truth is, The 
Word «#4, is found but once in all the New Peſtiz 
ment, and that is in the Text we are now conſidering; 
and but three times in the Greek Tranſlation of the Old: 
In two of theſe Places indeed (Pal. XCVI. 9. Dan. IV. 
34. which the Dr. cites in the Margin) it does not 
fignify a proper Exaltation: but in the other Place it 
does. The LXX have render'd Pſal. XXXVII. 35. thus: 
I bave ſeen the wicked exalted, and lifted up as the Cedars of 
Lebanon: * where the Word, Exalted, plainly ſignifies, 
Lifted up, or, Advanced from a low to a flouriſhing: Con- 
dition. And then there is no Neceſſity, this Word 
ſhould be underſtood in any other Senſe, in the Place, 
now under Examination. Yea it muſt be ſo underſtood, 
fince the Context, and the parallel Texts require it. 
The only difference between theſe two Words, is, that 
2 li ſigniſies, in general, to exalt, but vue, To exalr 
highly, or greatly. And ſo we ſee a good Reaſon why 
the Apoſtle choſe the latter, viz. Becauſe he was ſpeak- 
ing of a very great Exaltation indeed, even of Chriſt's 
being exalted from the Grave, to the right Hand of 
Gov, and from the Form of a Servant, to be Lord of 
all. Upon the whole then, it appears, that the Dr. 
has not rightly interpreted the fr Chuſe, viz. GOD: 
bath highly exalted him, is "$54 

1 proceed to conſider the next, viz. GOD bath given 
bim a Name, which is above every Name, The Dr. being 
ſenſible, how inconſiſtent this is with his Scheme, was 
obliged to ſeek an Interpretation, that ſhould take a- 
way the Force of this plain Paſſage. His Interpreta- 
tion is this, Serm. p. 180. *Gop hath extoll'd, and 
* magnified his Name above all Names.“ This the Dr. 
conjectures to be the meaning of the Place: I ſay, Con- 
jeftures ; becauſe if you ask for Proof be bas none. He 


MMC YE” 
is, the Name, Lord, v. 11. and we have no Reaſon to 
ieſtiog, but that it was given him, in a proper Senſe; 
ſeeing we are aſſured, Ad. II. 36. that Gor made bim 
Lord. 115 For when he Was conſtituted Lord 5 1t was requi- 
ſite, that the Name, or Title of Cord ſhould be given 
him, And, when he is ſaid to have a Name above, every 
Name, the Meaning is, As he is really conſtituted: Lord, 
of the whole Creation, and Head over all Principali- 

ties, &. So his Name Lord, ſignifying this high Autho- 
rity, expreſſes ſomething that is above the Meaning of. 
any Name of Dominion, or Excellency, either among 

Men, or Angels. And indeed the Excellency, Autho- 
rity, and Name of the Lord Jeſus is above all Excellen-: 
cy; Authority, and Names, excepting only that of the 
2 who exalted him, and gave him this Name. I. 
ſhall ſum up the Whole in the Words of St. Paul, E- 
Pheſ. I. 13, 20, 21, 22. which fully pe and juſtify: 
my Interpretation. The Gor: o 
Chriſt, the Father: of Glory — rais'd him from the 
Dead. and ſet him at his own Right Hand in the hea- 

venly Places, far above all Principality and Power, and 

Might, and Dominion, and every: Name that is named, 

nat only in this. World, but alſo in that which is to 
come; and hath put all things under his Feet, and gave 
him to be the Head over all things to the Church. 

This. ſufficiently ſnews what the ſame St. Paw meant, 
when he ſaid, .That.G O D highly exalted. him, and gave him 
a. Name above every Name. And this is the Reaſon, why 
our Knees ſhould bow to him, and our Tongues. confeſs him 
to be. Lord. | | 455 p RT 

I might now return from conſidering his Sermon (ſince 

1 have examin'd all that he ſays in it, relating to the 
Argument I am now. defending) were it not, that in 
his Preface, he gives me no other. Opportunity of juſti- 
fying my Interpretation of thoſe other Words in the 
ſame Chapter, viz. To. the. Glory of GOD the Father : 
Which I ſhall do, not by confuting the Do#or, but by: 

2 =4ting:his own . His Words 

3 d. ſupereminent Dignity of Gop the Son, 

the. ow:d'it to the. Father's Giſt ] it was ve 


— 


„ i ht n. t be ſo intirely taken up with admiring 
the Excellency and Perfections of Gon 
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our Lord Jeſus. 


. 180. After the Apoſtle had taught us the | 


add, To the Glory of. GOD the Fatber, that 
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© the Son, as to forget that he is a Son ſtill, referring 
© all to Gov the Father, who exalted and made him 
Lord. That is, all the Honour and Worſhip; which 
is due to Chriſt, muſt be referr'd to the Glory of the 
Father, as a higher End. And then Chriſt is to be wor- 
Mipped only as Mediator; which was the Thing to be 
prov'd. „ FF 
Fn And now my Hand is in, I cannot paſs by a notable 
Obſervation the Dr. makes in the next Page; which, 
when it cannot ſhew the Weakneſs, does greatly betray 
the Craft of the Obſerver. It is this, Serm. p. 181, © [ 
© may juſt obſerve ( ſays the Dr.) the ſtrict Accuracy 
© of the Apoſtle's Expreſſion, GO D the Father: not God 
© abſolutely, nor G o p, bis Father, as ſome affect to ſpeak, 
but GO D the Father, intimating that the Son is Go 
© alſo, and therefore for Diſtinction ſake, he adds, the 
© Father, expreſſing it thus, to the Glory of GOD the Fa- 
ther. I would ask the Do#or's Leave juſt to obſerve 
upon this Paſſage, that ſince he diſlikes the Expreſſion, 
60 D his Father, it is plain he thinks, it intimites ſome- 
thing that is inconſiſtent with his Notion, even that the 
Son is not Go in the ſame high Senſe, that the Fa- 
ther is. So that if this Expreſſion be found in the ho- 
ly Scriptures, the Dr. muſt renounce his Notion, that is 
inconſiſtent with it. For it can no more be reconciled 
to his Scheme, when it is cited from the Bible, thin 
when it is cited from Dr. Clark, Now, it is evident to 
the meaneſt Reader, that the New Teſtament abun- 
dantly warrants this Phraſe, which Dr. V. finds fault 
with. It often ſtiles Chriſt, The Son of 60 D: But, if 
Chriſt be the Son of Go p, then I am ſure G od is bis 
Father, Chriſt ſays, My Fatber-your G O D, Jobn VIII. 54. 
my Father my GOD, XX. 19. that is, GOD, my Father. 
Again, the Apoſtles frequently uſed the Phraſe, GOD 
even the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt , that is, GOD, 
Chriſt's Father, Rom. XV. C. 2 Cor. I. 3. XI. 31, Epbeſ. 
I. 3. Col. I. 3. 1 Pet. I. 3. Moreover, we have the ve- 
ry Expreſſion, that the Dr. cavils at, in the Scrip- 
ture, in ſo many Words, Rev. I. 6. GOD, even bis Fa- 
ther. I hope the Dr. will take Care, the next time he 
blames our Expreſſions, not to involve the Sacred Scrip- 
tures alſo in the Cenſure. FE Py 
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To return: Two other Texts I urged to prove, tEat 
Chriſt is to be worſhipp'd as Mediator, were Rev. I. 5,6. 
and v. 12. Unto him that loved us, and waſh'd us from 
our Sins in his oun Blood, and bath made us Kings and Prieſts 
unto Go o and HIS FATHER ; to him be Glory and 
Dominion, for ever and ever, Amen, Worthy is the Lab 
that was {lain to receive Power, and Riches, and Wiſdom, and 
Strength, and Honour, and Glory, and Bleſſing. : And I re- 
wark'd, that the Reaſon here aſſign'd for giving Glory, 
Ec. to Chriſt, is, not that he is the Supreme Go p, but 
becauſe he is the Lamb ſlain, and loved, and waſhed us; 
that is, becauſe he is the Mediator between us and Goo, 
his Father, to whom he makes us Kings and Prieſts. 
For an Anſwer to this I am referr'd to the Dofor's De- 
Fence, p. 276, 27). I have turn'd to theſe Pages, but find 
nothing there, relating to theſe Texts in particular. All 
that he ſays, equally concerns every one of the Texts, 
that I have now cited, and amounts only to this, That 
*.theſe Texts do not ſpeak of the Foundation of Chriſt's 
© Worſhip, but only of the moving Reaſons, which incite 
us to pay it. I laid open the Vanity of this Diſtinc- 
tion, Unity, bp. 42. 45. and there largely anſwer'd 
theſe Pages of the Doctor's Defence, to which he now 
refers; and I particularly obſerv'd, that the Motives of 
Worſhip and Honour are the very ſame with the Foun- 
dation of it. This I ſhall now farther illuſtrate, and 
 Prove-..: | 2 © POR 
Chriſt's Title to Worſhip is either immediate, or more 
remote. The immediate Foundation of it, is the Command 
of Gon: The more remote Foundations are, ; Chriſt's 
Authority and Excellencies. His eſſential Perfections qua- 
lify him for receiving an univerſal Authority. : His Au- 
thority, or Dominion is the Reaſon of Go 0's comman- 
ding us to 2 him: And Gop's Command is the on- 
ly immediate Foundation of Chriſt's Title to Morſbip: Tho? 


tis true, his Excellencies and Dominion are immediate 


Foundations of his Title to Honour and Eſteem, Now, 
whichſoever of theſe things is conſider'd as the Founda- 
tion of Chriſt's Title, it is plain, that the ſame is alſo 
the Motive to it. All of them are both Foundations and 
Motives of Honour and Eſteem; and are Motives to no o- 
ther Kind, or Degree of Eſteem, than what they are 
Foundations of. His being honour'd by the Father with 
univerſal Dominion, and with a Title to Worſoip, is a 
24) 1 | „ Moti ve 


- * * 
— ———ů— — —— 5 - 
- m_— — - — 4 -- a — TAS 


that it is not a Foundation of his Tit 


„„ 
Motive to eſteem him as our King, and Mediator; but 
cannot, with any Juſtice, be urged to move us to e- 


ſteem him upon the alene Account of his natural and ab- 


ſolute Perſections. And, on the other hand, his Perfec- 
tions, .confider'd in themſelves, are the proper Motives 
to excite us to ęſteem him upon the Account of them, 
but are not alone ſufficient to ſtir us up to pray to, or 


thank him: Since Go p's poſitive Command is alſo neceſ- 


ſary. However, as they are remote Foundations of his 
Title to Worſbip; ſo they are proper Motives to induce 
us to pay it; for as much as they diſcover the Rea- 
fonableneſs of the Duty, and ſliew us, that he is wor- 
thy to receive a Title to it. And fo there is no Motive 
to the Worſhip of Chrift, but what is alſo a Pundation, 


either immediate or remote, of his Title to it. 


To apply this to the Texts now under Confidera- 
tion: We are told, Jobn V. 22, 23. The Father hath gi- 
ven all Judgment to the Sen, that all Men ſboulal benour rhe 
Son; and Philip. H. 9, 10, 11. Go p bighly exalted him ant 
ga ve him a Name that every Knee fhould bow——antl 
that every Tongue ſhould confeſs, that Jeſus Chriſt is Lord. 
Dr. Waterland would ſuppoſe, this is urged only as a 
Motive to excite us to honour and worſhip the Son, and 

fe to. Worſhip. 
Let this be granted, yet, *tis-plain, it can be a Motive 
only to Mediatorial Worſhip, For, the Father's Gzvine 


him Authority, and a Name, would never convince Men, 


that Chriſt is the Supreme Go p, or incite hem to wor- 
ſhip him as ſuch. But the Truth is, the Foundation, and 
Motive are the very {ame thiug, only conſider'd in two dit 
ferent Views. And, conſequently, if cheſe Texrs ſpeak of 
the Motive, they mult alſo ſpeak of the Foxndation of Wor- 
ſhip. And fo, tis plain, the Foundation of Chriſt's Title 
to worſhip is the Father's exalting him, and giving him a 
Name and Authority. tat 
Again, if we apply this to the two Paſſiges in the Re- 
velation, Ch. I. 5, 6. and V. 12, we ſhall there alſo ſee 
the Uſeleſsneſs of the Doors Diſt inction. Chriſt's be- 
ing ſtan for us, his loving us, and waſhing us from our 
Sins, are indeed very proper Motives to induce us to ho- 
nour and worſhip him; and are, at the fame time, im- 


mediate Foundations of his Title to our Eſteem and Love 


for theſe particular Inftances of his Goodneſs: an | they 
are allo remote Foundations of his Title to our * 


7, © 
For his loving usſo-is to lay down his Life for us, Was 


one Reaſon why the Father loved him. * The Fa- 


 ther's loving him was the Reaſon of his giving all things 
_ 4mo his Hands. F And this is the Reaſon of his com- 
manding us to worſhip him. I ſhall only add, that 


this cannot be juſtly urged as a Motive to the Worſhip - 


of Chriſt under the Character of Supreme Go:o, | ſince 
it Was not the Supreme God, but the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 
That was {11in; 8 | 1 ; 


Upon the whole, it is clear, that theſe Texts ſpeak | 


of the Foundation of Chriſt's Title to Worſhip.z that 
this Foundation is the Gift and Command of the Father; 
and that ir can give him a — to no other than Media- 
rorial Worſhip. And it is till incumbent upon the Dr. 
to produce the Texte, that ſpeak of any higher kind of 
Worſhip due to him : Which he has not yet attempted 
Ro.. Eo 7 [PE þ 
I no return to the Doctor's Preface. He owns, p.45. 
That Prayer and Thankgi ving confider'd merely under 
the Notion of aciug a Favour, or giving Thanks for it, 
do not ſuppoſe any Divine Excellency in the Perſon 
* we uh of, or give Thanks to. It appears then, that 
Prayer and way, >. confider'd under this:Notion, 
may be offer'd to Chriſt without Peril of Idolatry, tho? 


he be not ſuppos'd to be the One Gop. But adds 


© the Dr.) Prayer and T banksgiving in the Religions Senſe, 
£ confider'd as Acts of Worſbip, ſuppoſe Divine Excellen- 
© cy in the Object we addreſs to. Here again he en- 
deavours to impofe upon his Readers with a Word of a 
double Meaning. If, by Religious Senſe, he means the Serife 
in which Writers on Religion generally ufe the Words, 
Prayer and T hanksgiving, as figmfying Acts of Divine, or 
Ultimate Worſhip; and would have Prayer and Thankſ- 
giving, taken in this Senſe, to ſuppoſe Diuine Excellen- 


cy in the Object; I ſhall be as far from contraditing = 


him, as I am from ſeeing how this is to his purpoſe. 
But, if by Religions Senſe, he means Prayer and Thanks 
for Spiritual Bleſſings, addreſs'd to an unſeen Being a- 
bo ve us, for inſtance, to the Mediator; and would have 
Prayer and "Thankſgiving, in this Senſe, to ſuppoſe Di- 
Ee | 07 15 ER vine 
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— — 1 — = — 2 — — 
—— —— — 


(:46) 
vine or Supreme Excellency in the Object; I ſhall have 
the Comfort of ſeeing him oppoſed: therein by all Man- 
kind. I am ſenſible, had be ingennonſly ſpoken his Mind, 
vit hont any Doublings or Diſguiſes, he would have declar d 
-bimſelf plainly in the former Senſe. And then his Aſ- 
ſertion would have been true in it ſelf, and his Reaſon 

would have confirm'd.it ; it being certain, That if 
„GD has commanded all Worſhip, properly ſuch, 
© to be paid to Gop alone, it muſt ſuppoſe Divine 
Excellency in the Object, to which it is addrefled. But 
he was not to talk ſo plainly, becauſe then every one 
would have ſeen the Impertivence of the Remark. Be- 
ſides, he would have gain'd no Advantage by it: Since 
his Principle, viz. That all Kinds of Worſhip are appro- 
priated to G OD, has been fully confuted by many Con- 
ſiderations. 2 J eee 
The Learned Dr. p. 47. undertakes to demonſtrate 
what no one ever denied, That Prayer and Thankſgi- 
ving conſider d under ſuch preciſe Formality, as Expreſſions 
* or Marks of Honour, reſt upon the ſame Foundation that 
* Honour doth ; that is, upon the intrinfick Excellen- 
cy of the Object. I readily grant this, and own his 
Proof to be ſtrict Demonſtration. And I grant alſo, 
That Worſhip muſt be confider'd as an outward Ex- 
« preſſion or Mark of Divine Honour, when once it is ab- 
* propriated to the one only greateſt and moſt excellent 
Being: That is, that all the Worſhip which is ap- 
propriated to the Supreme G op, ( viz. Supreme, or 
ultimate Worſhip ) is an Expreſſion or Mark of Supreme 
Honour, and of the Supreme Excellency of the Object. 
And yet there may be Mediatorial Worſhip. (which Gop 
could not appropriate to himſelf, .breguls it cannot at 
all belong to him) that is an Expreſſion, or Mark 
of no other Honour, than what is due to the Mediator, 
This makes his Demonftration entirely uſeleſs againſt 
me. For he builds, upon a ſandy Foundation, taking 
at for granted, that all nds and Degrees of Worſhip are 
. to God, which, I will venture to ſay, I 
have demonſtrated to be falſe. - 55 
The Dr. in the Margin, endeavours to illuſtrate this 
Matter, for the ſake of common Readers. I like his In- 
ſtance mightily, becauſe it will illuſtrate m Reply as 
well as his Obſervation. I will take the Rilo fa the 
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Light, in which he has ſet it. Darius made a Law, 
| | Se that 


/ (47) 
© that no Petition ſhould be offer'd to any one, for thirty 
Pays, fave to the King only, under Pain of High Trea- 
* fon. By that Law, Petitions, for ſuch a Time, were 
© appropriated to the Crown, became Enfigns of Royal Dig- 
© nity and Majeſty, and Acknowledgments of Sovereignty 
jn the Perſon to whom they ſhould be offer d. The 
Application that I muſt make of it is this: GOD the Fa- 
ther, has made a Law, that no Religious Prayer, or Thankſ- 
giving, ſhould be offer'd to any one, ſave to himſelf, the 
Father only ( HIM, a ſingle Perſon, only ſhalt thou ſerve *) 
under Pain of Idolatry: By that Law, Religious Prayer 
and Thanksgiving are appropriated to the Father, become 
Enſigns of Paternal Dignity and Majeſty, and Acknow- 
ledgments of Sovereignty in the Perſon, to whom they 
ſhould be offer'd. If this be ſo, I leave the Dr. to make 
what Uſe he can of it. The Truth is, That Prayer and 
Thankſgiving, which is appropriated to G op the Fa- 
ther, is ſuch as conſiders the Perſon addreſs'd to, as the 
uitimate Object of Worſhip ; and not that which is due 
to the Mediator. This may be illuſtrated by ſu poſing, 

another Circumſtance added to the Hiſtory. on e 
Darius, after part of the thirty Days was expir'd, had 
jſſu'd out a new Decree, forbidding any Subject to ap- 
proach immediately into his Preſence, and requiring them 
to petition him, thro' bis Son, that is, to bring their Pe- 

titions to his Son, that he might immediately preſent 
them to the King. In doing this, the Petitioners could 
not have been charg'd with High Treaſon, provided they 
had approach'd the Prince only as a Mediator between 
the Kino and them. So, ſince Gov the Father has 
forbidden us to approach himſelf immediately, and has' 
required us to offer up our Worſhip thro' Chriſt; we 
cannot be accus'd of Idolatry, foraſmuch as we do not 
terminate our Worſhip on Chriſt, but only apply to 
him as the Mediator, to carry up our Prayers, and to- 
make them acceptable to the Father; which, ſurely, is 
no Enſign of Sovereignty in the Mediator. Thus 


n 
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As to his Remark, Serm, p. 143. Marg. © That the Perſonal Charakters of 
© Thou, Thee, He, Him, are applied to a whole People, or Nation, colle&ive.- 
6 K conſider d; it will do him no Service, unleſs he could prove, that, in 
fact the whole Trinity, like a Nation, is figuratively conſider'd as one Per- 
ſon, and addreſs'd with the perſonal Characters, Thou, Thee. But this he 
can never do, becayſe wherever we know that more than one of the Perſons 
ſpeak together, they ſay, not, I, Me, but Je, Us. See the Places of Scrip- 
ture. Unity, P. Je 
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Thus it appears, that the learned Dr. has, not been a- * 
ble to — — conſiderable Objectipn againſt our Dac- 1 

tine of Mdiatorial Worſhip; and that my Fofiti '$ 

ſands: yet unſhock' d, viz. That the Worſhip. of Chriſt 

is founded on his Mediatorial Office, and on the Fathers 

Gift and Command, The Dr. next attempts to prove the 

contrary, and offers at two Reaſons, f. 49. 

The firſt is, That Diuinity is the only Foundation 

© of any Religious Worſhip, * If he means, that Supreme-. 

Divinity is the only Foundation of Ultimate Worſhip, or 

that Sabordinate Divinity is the Foundation of Mediata- 

rial Worſhip, I ſhall not diſpute it. But if he meant, 

that Supreme Divinity is the only Foundation of Mediato- 

rial Worſhip, or that Subordinate Divinity is the Foun- 

dation of Ultimate Worſhip; I am facieied; be wil not 


2 
4 


now defend it. | | VV 
Hle adds, And it is worth obſerving, how natural 
ly and how eaſily this falls in with the Commands to; 
*. worſhip Chriſt ; ſince the ſame: Scriptures, which de- 
© clare him to be adorable, deſcribe him alſo as Gon, 
and together with the Name, aſcribe to him likewiſe. 
© thoſe Divine Perfectious, which make up and form the 
Alea fignified by fo auguſt! and venerable a Name. 
Now, I freely admit, that the Scriptures: call Chriſt: 
GOD; but it ſhould not — that they repre- 
ſent him to be Go p the San, or the Son of GO D, a Spi- 
rit diftin&t from God the Father, and ſubordinate to 
him; not the inviſible Go p himſelf; but the 1½ 46 E 
of the iuviſible GO D, Col. I. 15. not the moſt high Go p, 
but the Son of the moſt high, Luke J. 32. not the only true 
Gov, but his Son, and ſent by him, Jabn XVII. 1, 3. 
and we are expreſly aſſur d, that the Father is the G oo. 
of God the Son, Heb. I. 8, 9. Tis true alſo, that the 
Holy Scriptures aſcribe great and high Perfections to the 
Son, but yet they always teach us, that he owes them 
to his Father's Power and Gifr. Has he all Authority in 
Heaven and Earth? It was given him, Matth. XX VII. 18. 
Has he Power to raiſe the Dead? It was given him, John 
V. 26. Is he above all, and over all? Surely the Father 
is excepted, who put all Things under him, 1 Cor. XV. 27. 
Is he Lord of all? GOD made him fo, 4#s II. 36. Doth 
the Fulneſs of the Godhead dwell in him? *Tis becauſe it 
Pleas d the Father, that all Fulneſs ſhould. dwell in him, 
Col. I. 19. Does the Son know all things ? * i 
4 «AT 8 t ex, 2 
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ther that .9aughr. him, Jobs VIII, 28. Are all chings, 
that the Father has, the Son's? "Ir 56 becauſe all 6% he 


are deliver d to him by the Father, Matth. XI. 27. Take 


all this together, and it is ſtrange if any Man: can ſup- 


© pole, that the Scriptures ſer forth the Son. as equal to 


the, Father, and as an Object of, Supreme Adoration, I 
no ſay in my turn, It is worth obſerving, how natural- 

 1y and how.cafily this Deſcription of Chriſt fills in with 
the Commands. to worſhip, him; fince the ſame Scrip- 
tures, which declare him to be, adorable only aß. Media- 


tor, deſcribe him alſo as G op in. a ſubordinate Senſe,, 
and inferior to Gop the Father in Titles, Atiributes, 


5 
* 


and, R tions. Ts — n ö 200 ' - Gat UE 343 N 
5.47 U e Pr, urges, * That, the Mediatorial Office will 
« ceaſe.at.the Day of Judgment, and therefore cannot be 
© the Fs learns that wig. which will continue be- 


4 


ond it, even for ever an | \ 
© will. reply ( 1. ) Two of his Texts cited to prove, 
that Chriſt ſhal be 


20, 21. ang 1 Per. IV, 11. J appear to me to be Pod- 


gies to the Farber, (2.) Two others, (vis, Rev. I, 3.6. 
and V. 12, £3.) at the ſame times that they aſcribe it 
7 ever and r reſly of Mediatorial Worſhip, 
251 before proyed. . To theſe, I add qne more, Rom. 
XVI. 2). Je GO D only wiſe be Glory, THR O“ Jeſus Chriſt 
FOR EVER, Amen. Here the Apoſtle copfiders him 
as Mediator, for ever, z which expreſſes as long a Durati 
70 thoſe other Texts, in which Glory is aſcribed ie him 
box exEr, 58 Rom. IX. 5. 2 Per. III. 18. .( 3.) When the 


Mediatorial Office ſhall ceaſe, tlie Son is not to be exal- 
ed higher than before; but᷑ the Son, having deliver?d up the 
Kingdom to GO D, even the Fat her, ſpall bimſelf be 755 un- 


ted hi 
ro him e Things unden bim, that C D may be all in 
all, 1 Cor. . 24, 25. And if he is not to be worſhip'd 

new, as Supreme Gp, he cannot he warſkjp'd as ſuch 
after ward. ( 4.) I do not take the Words, For ever and 
Ages of Ages, To the Day of an At) ro fignity more than 
To the End of the World, and of the Mediatorial Kingdom z as 


A N ever, as rhe Mong, that is, throughout all 
Ages 9 the 6 orld. : And ſa ang 
not proyed to be more than Mediatorial, 


i U 


= 
» 


ever, as Chriſt's Worſhip, | 
wort ee for exer ( viz. Heb, XIII. 


Duration 
e 


Greek is literally dender d. To Aves, To- 
[1 

they are explain'd, Pſal. LXXXIX. 37. His Throne ſhall | 
Worſhip of Chriſt is. 
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0 
l demanded of the Door a plain Seriptute Tet, where 
it is ſaid,” that Chriſt is to be worſſiip d as 'G 0D, 


equal to the Father. He now owns, in fo many e 


7 50. as 0 bar the avs © — has not in agel Terms ſai 


26.) the r Impi How! 'to OY i Chr Soy 6 0 5 
with 1 Father? If 1275 Matter 2 5 2 T ortance, 
I cannot perſuade my ſelf, that a good 5 = have 
left v8'(v much in the dark about it, ag never to give us 
one ſingle expreſs Rule; of Example of Worſhi ping, 
Ghriſt 48 one Go D, equi to the Father.” "Ang, if Lov 
ed and acute Heads wete Able to infer it fro, Beripue 
Principles, y et it would not be eaſy, nor pol le indeed, 
for the Bulk of Mankindtodo'is., Beſides, i Son be 
equal ro the Father, Icannot fee. why the Sci — hould 
not have taken full as much Cate, in exprefs Words, to 
ſecure his Honour apd Por pas the Father's _ 7 

* T ſhall finiſh my Rem rks on this IVih Head, with ob- 


| ſerving „that hes where the Dr. was to Prove, that there 


is no fach thing as Mediatorial Worſhip 3 be takes it for gran 
ted, that al be ſoip is appropriated f G OD, And forge all 
his Arguments upon this Suppoſition. A ad under the IIIA 
Head, eie he was to prove, that all Morſpig is appropria- 
ted to GOD, he takes it for anted, ow there is no ſuch 
thing as Mediatorial Worſhip,” A little Lazick wilt ſuffice to 
ſhew the Vanity of ſuch a way of ar ouing, as diſcovers 
the Weakneſs either of the An or of the Cauſe be 


undert t ker, and ſometimes of both. 


V. A fitth Particular, of which the Dr. takes Notice, 
js, Thar I ſaid, he has given up both Points to us _ 
Th it the Son is G OD ina lower Senſe of th e Word, 
and that he is to be worſhip'd only as Mediator, The Dr. 
anſwers, p. 50. The Father t may be primarily,and eminent- 
* ly GOD, Creator, and Object of Worſhip, without ſup-, 

* Fofing him to be Gop i in any higher, or any different Senſe: 
of the Word, G o D, Creator, © Sc. This is certainly as 
myſterious and inconk ſtent as before. A & OD in the emi⸗ 
_ Senſe 1 18 undoubtedly. 2 G 0 D in 2 "OW Senſe ( mi- 
neut 
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went being only a Latin Word for Higher) than one who- is 
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will have it, that a different Manner, or Orcle of exiſts 
ing or operating may, in mam Caſes, be ſufficient to 
ground an Emphaſis upon (as mighe be proved by plain 
Inſtances) without recurring to à higher and lower Senſe 
© of the Words. * If the Dr. will pleaſe to produce but 
half Eight aud Titenty Inſtances to prove this, I ſhall. Be- 
Feve it; which. as yet I cannot do; becauſe it has mueh 
the Air of a Contradiction. Belides, he here goes upon 
Ge Buppokition that the only Difference between the 
ther an 
or -operating.; whereas I had proved, and he not'diſpu- 
ted 1e, that they are: two diſtinct Spirits. And, if they 
are ſo, he muſt own, that then the Father is G 0 in 2 
bigher Senſe than the Son: and that a Subordination of 
the Son implies; that he is a Spirit or Being inferior to 
1h! ͤ ²·¹:mA An 
I charg' the Dr. with a Contradiction for ſaying, 
Each Divine Perſon is an individual intelligent Agent, 
and yet all together but one,undivided intelligent A- 
gent. To clear it, be ſays, f. 51. * Undivided, or indivi- 
dual intelligent Agent, like the Phraſe, Individual Being, 
may admit ofa ſtricter, and of a larger Senſe. I reply, 
Tho” the Phraſe; hadi vidual Being, will admit this Diſtine- 
tion, yet, individual ent will not. For tho' many indi- 
vant BE, or Men, compoſing a Senate, may be ca{[- 
ted, One" individual Being, or Parliament; yet thofe ſe- 
veral Individual Agents cannot, I conceive, confider'd all 
together, be called one individual Agent. Or, if they 
can, and the Dr. would call the three Divine Perſons, 
One Agent, in this Senſe; he is certainly no better than a 
 Tudheaio lf 5 £47 | 


I have now examin'd, and anſwer'd every thing that 


Dr. Waterlaud has advanced in Oppoſi tion to me, in his 
Prefate to his Eight Sermons, If he ſhall think this Reply 

deſerving his Notice, I expect, he will conſider the Whole 
of it, and not ſlip over Things of Weight, without ei- 


ther ownibe, or denying them, as he did with Regard to 
the Unity. I cannot but throw together here ſeveral im- 


portant Confiderations urged in that Pamphlet, to which 
he has not vouchſafed to ſay one Word. I'prov'd, that 
the Father, and Son are tuo diſtinct Spirits, becauſe they 
have diſtinct Underſtandings, and Wills; n, 


on in the primary. and eminent Senſe. But the Or. 


not; 
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Tl: and ſhew'd the Vanity of the DoBer's Diſlin&ighe'® 4 


* 74 F 


That the Father, in Contradiſtinction roithe Son, iö the na 8 
bigh GC D, p. 31. I urg'd, that the Father, not the 80h; 18 
call'd, the True GOP, 1 John V. 20. for a Reaſon whidh 
the Dr. has no where anſwer d, 5. 35. 1 oblerv'd, chat all 
the Worſhip, which is appropriated to the Supfeme G 15 
is, in Scripture, appropriated to exe Perſon. 1 proved, th. 
in general, and in Particulars, that all the Worſhip, which, 
is due to Chriſt , maſt redound to the Glory of > 5 D the, 
Father; and terminate upon him, . 45. — 49. I ſhew'd _ 
the Weakneſs of the Doctor's Objection, from Satan's deſiring 
Chriſt to worſhip him, p. 53. (not to mention many other 
incidental Matters.) Theſe things, I am ſure, are very ma- 
terial, in the preſent Cantroverſy, with the Truth of which 
his Scheme cannot conſiſt. Yer he has ehtirely overlogł d? 
them all in bis Remarks, He beſt knows the Reaſon of this 
Conduct: But I muſt needs fay, in his own Words, Preface, 
þ. 10. That by his deep Silence, in reſpect of ſome of the, 
© moſt confiderable Difficulties, he ſeems tacitly to allow that 
they are not capable of any juſt and ſolid Anſwer. And 
I ſhall be the more confirm'd in thinking fo, if he ſhall re- 
fuſe this ſecond Challenge. I am willing to have this Con- 
troverſy ſifted to the Bottom; and by GO D's Grace ſhall 
ſpare no Pains that can any way contribute to it. T am ap- 
priz d of the Treatment I muſt expect, if the Dr. ſhall reply, 
by what I have met with already, and by the Temper of the 
Man I have attack d. But when J am inſulted and deſpiſed. 
> in the Company of two of the Greateft Men in the learned; 
World, Dr. Mau and Dr. Clark, whom he onght to have 
vedverenc d; I cap be contented, and go on with Courage, in 
doing what I am able, to explain and defend the Truth, as 


has a Go o above him; and from Heb. VIE. 1. Lake J. 32 
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it is in Feſus. 
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